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TO AMEND THE FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949, AS AMENDED, TO AU- 
THORIZE THE ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL SERVICES 
TO ESTABLISH AND OPERATE MOTOR VEHICLE POOLS 
AND SYSTEMS AND TO PROVIDE OFFICE FURNITURE 
AND FURNISHINGS WHEN AGENCIES ARE MOVED TO 
NEW LOCATIONS, TO DIRECT THE ADMINISTRATOR TO 
REPORT THE UNAUTHORIZED USE OF GOVERNMENT 
MOTOR VEHICLES, AND TO AUTHORIZE THE UNITED 
STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION TO REGULATE 
OPERATORS OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED MOTOR VEHI- 
CLES, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 17, 1954 


Hovusre or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, BPG. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 9:45 a. m., in room 1501, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Clare E. Hoffman presiding. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will come to order. We will now 
consider H. R. 4457. 

(H. R. 4457 is as follows:) 


[H. R. 4457, 83d Cong., Ist sess 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, to authorize the 


Administrator of General Services to establish and operate motor vehicle pools and systems and to 
provide office furniture and furnishings when agencies are moved to new location, to direct the Admis- 
istrator to report the unauthorized use of Government motor vehicles, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 3 of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“(]) The term ‘motor vehicle’ means any vehicle, self-propelled or drawn by 
mechanical power, designed to be operated principally on the highways in the 
transportation of property or passengers.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The last sentence of section 109 (a) of such Act, as amended, is 


amended by striking out clause (2) and the word ‘‘and”’ immediately preceding 
such clause, and by inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘‘(2) for paying the 


purchase price of supplies and services, transportation (including related costs) 
to first storage point from which redistribution is made to Federal agencies and 
their authorized representatives, and the cost of personal services employed di- 
rectly in the repair, rehabilitation, and conversion of personal property, and (3) 
for paying all elements of direct cost incident to the establishment and operation 
of motor vehicle pools or systems and pools of equipment for lease or rent to 
Federal agencies.”’ 

(b) The third sentence of section 109 (b) of such Act, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: ‘‘On and after July 1, 1950, such prices shall be fixed at levels 
so as to recover so far as practicable the applicable purchase price, transportation 
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(including related costs) to first storage point from which redistribution is made 
to Federal agencies and their authorized representatives, inventory losses, the 
cost of personal services employed directly in the repair, rehabilitation, and con- 
version of personal property, the cost of amortization and repair of equipment, and 
all other elements of direct cost incident to the establishment and operation of 
motor vehicle pools or systems and pools of equipment for lease or rent to Federal 
agencies.”’ 

(c) Section 109 (b) of such Act, as amended, is further amended by inserting 
immediately before the period at the end thereof a colon and the following: ‘‘And 
provided further, That the Administrator, in the operation of motor vehicle pools 
or systems, may make provision for the furnishing, sale, and use of scrip, tokens, 
tickets, and similar devices for utilization in the transportation of property or 
passengers”’ 

Sec. 3. (a) Section 201 (a) (1) of such Act, as amended, is amended by striking 
out “and repairing and converting’’ and by inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“repairing and converting, maintenance and use of motor vehic a and establish- 
ment and operation of motor vehicle pools or systems and pools of equipment for 
lease or rent to Federal agencies” 

(b) Section 201 (a) (2) of such Act, as amended, is amended by striking out 
‘facilities;’? and by inserting in lieu thereof the following: “facilities, pools of 
equipment for lease or rent to Federal agencies, and motor vehicles for the pur- 
pose of establishing and maintaining motor ve +hicle pools or systems to serve Fed- 
eral agencies;”’ 

Sec. 4. Section 210 of such Act, as amended, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

‘(g) Whenever an agency, in whole or in part, is required to move to another 
location, only such furniture and furnishings as the Administrator shall determine, 
and only such office equipment as the Administrator, after consultation with the 
head of the agency concerned, shall determine, cannot more economically and 
efficiently be made available at the new location, shall be moved. Remaining 
furniture, furnishings, and equipment shall promptly be reported as excess 
property r 

Sec. 5. Section 211 of such Act, as amended, is amended by inserting ‘‘(a)’’ 
immediately after “Sec. 211.’’, and by adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

b) Whenever, during the regular course of his duties, there shall come to the 
knowledge of the Administrator any violation of the provisions of section 5 of the 
Act of July 16, 1914, as amended (5 U. 8. C., sec. 78), or of section 641 of title 18 
of the United States Code, involving the conversion by a Government official or 
employee of a Government owned or leased motor vehicle to his own use or the 
use of others, the Administrator shall report such violation to the head of the 
agency in which the official or employee concerned is employed, for further investi- 
gation, and for either appropriate disciplinary action under such section 5 or, 
where appropriate, referral to the Attorney General for prosecution under such 
section 641.” 

Sec. 6. The Administrator is authorized to issue regulations to govern Federal 
agencies in authorizing personnel to operate Government-owned motor vehicles for 
official purposes within the continental United States, its Territories and posses- 
sions. Such regulations may prescribe standards of physical fitness for authorized 
operators and may require that operators and prospective operators obtain such 
State and local licenses or permits as would be required for the operation by them 
of similar vehicles for other than official purposes. The head of each Federal 
agency shall issue such orders and directives as may be necessary to comply with 
such regulations and shall make appropriate provision therein for periodically 
testing the physical fitness of operators and prospective operators in his agency 
and for the suspension and revocation of their authorizations to operate. 


The CHarrMAN. The first witness is the honorable Charles Jonas, 
Congressman from the 10th District of North Carolina. 
Will you proceed, Mr. Jonas? 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES JONAS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Jonas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
certainly appreciate the opportunity to come before the committee 
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this morning and bring some witnesses to discuss with you the purpose 
of this bill. 

As originally introduced it undertook to follow rather generally a 
bill that was introduced by our colleague, Mr. Brown of Ohio, in the 
82d Congress. 

That bill was approved by this committee and adopted by the 
House but died before the Senate took any action on it. 

| became interested in the subject of Government-owned auto- 
mobiles and their use as a member of the Subcommittee on Inde- 
pendent Offices, and we have coming before our subcommittee 31 
Government agencies every year asking for money to operate. It 
became apparent to me soon after beginning service on that committee 
that we were not obtaining the best use of the Government automobiles 
that we own. Every agency every year came in and wanted money 
for new automobiles. The subject was confusing, seeing that we had 
more automobiles than we really needed, but some of the agencies 
that needed automobiles did not have them. I discussed the subject 
with the General Services Administration people and we discussed 
it in our subcommittee and then I discussed it with Mr. Brown and 
he gave me his permission to introduce another bill. 

I would not have introduced one along the lines of his original bill 
without his permission, without his consent, and with his blessing. 

Now, we are very much disturbed about the situation in the sub- 
committee because of these agencies coming in, as I have said, and 
making out a good case for the need of automobiles. Yet we know 
that there are excess automobiles in other agencies, and there didn’t 
seem to be a satisfactory way to balance that out and use the auto- 
mobiles by the agencies that really need them and not create a surplus 
of automobiles in other agencies. That was the purpose of this bill. 

Since it was introduced I continued to confer with the General 
Services Administration about it and we have proposed and will 
propose certain amendments to the bill today. 

I have the text and the committee has been furnished with the text. 

The Cuarrman. The proposed amendment has been sent to the 
committee members. 

Mr. Jonas. The whole purpose of this bill is economy and efficiency 
in the use of Government-owned automobiles. I call your attention 
to the fact that the amendment proposed specifically, and it says 
this, and it offers the sort of protection I know this committee would 
like for an agency to have: 

The Administrator shall have authority, from time to time, either on his own 
initiative, or upon application by any executive agency or agencies, to exempt 
any executive agency or any activity or type of property from action taken under 
this subsection, whenever such exemption is necessary for the efficient conduct of 
the activities of the agency concerned due to its use of motor vehicles 

And one additional protection is set forth which ought to meet the 
objections, I think, of most people, and that is subsection (d) which 
is as follows: 

Any determination made by the Administrator pursuant to subsection (b 


That is to create a motor pool 


shall set forth in writing an analytical justification for the establishment, main- 
tenance, and operation cf each such motor-vehicle pool and system. Such 
justification shall include a detailed compariscn of estimated costs cf present 
and proposed mcdes of operation, and a showing that savings can be realized by 
the establishment, maintenance, and operation cf suci: pocl or system. 
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Then it goes on to say: 

if, in any 2 successive fiscal years, no actual savit.gs are realized on the basis 
of the accounting for costs provided in subsection (c), the Administrator shall 
discontinue such motor-vebicle pool or system, and shell return to the agency or 
agencies involved motor vehicles and related equipment and supplies similar in 
kind and of a value reasonably comparable to the value of the motor vehicles 
and 1elated equipment and supplies theretofore received by the Administrator 
from such agency or agencies. 

Now, Mr. Mansure, the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration, is here and his fiscal officer, Mr. Medley, and his 
legal counsel, Mr. Maxwell H. Elliott, are accompanying him. 

They have had a pilot operation in effect out in Colorado with the 
use of a motor pool which determines, to my mind, the savings that 
will be possible by adopting this bill and creating these motor pools. 
I would like to ask Mr. Mansure, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, 
to make a statement, and then Mr. Medley and Mr. Elliott would like 
to testify. 

The CuarrMan. Very well. First of all, do we have any questions 
of Mr. Jonas? Mr. Condon? 

Mr. Connon. No, no questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Mollohan? 

Mr. Mo.ionan. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Pilcher? 

Mr. Pitcner. No questions. 

Mr. Brownson. Does the author of the bill intend to accept these 
amendments to the bill? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes, sir; I have gone over them in detail and we are 
all here testifying in favor of it this morning. 

Mr. Benver. I do not see any need of prolonging this. It appears 
to be a desirable bill. The legislation is good. 

The CHarrMan. We have not heard from the outlying districts yet. 
They have not reported. 

Mr. Brownson. I notice the General Accounting Office has some 
objection which may be pertinent. 

Mr. Benper. When you said “outlying districts,” what did you 
mean by that, Mr. Chairman? 

The CrarrmMan. Other Government agencies. 

Mr. Rieximan. I would like to ask the sponsor of this legislation 
if the two amendments that you have offered and you are in favor of, 
are adopted, where will this bill differ from the original bill that Mr. 
Brown introduced? 

Mr. Jonas. I am sorry, I do not have that original bill here, but I 
think it is mostly in the use of language in the amendments proposed. 

Mr. Rresuman. I remember when it was before the committee and 
passed the House, I was wondering about the different provisions. 

Mr. Jonas. That is the principal difference, to put in these escape 
provisions so that if it does not turn out to be advantageous it can be 
dropped. 

Mr. RresuMan. Other than the motor pool, it deals with furniture. 

Mr. Jonas. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. The bill deals with furniture and automobiles. 

Mr. Riewiman. Yes. One of the important questions was that 
there was a difference between the two. The General Services 
Administration would move the furniture with an agency when it 
moved and it was thought to be far better to use whatever furniture 
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necessary at the present location for the new agency rather than 
having the expense of moving the furniture. 

Mr, Jonas. It costs a lot of money, as fast as some of these agencies 
move, and a man has a sort of an affinity to his desk, but one desk is 
as good as another. 

Mr. Rresiman. Mr. Elliott can probably cover that. 

The Cuarrman. If there are no further questions for Mr. Jonas, 
will you proceed, Mr. Mansure? 


STATEMENT OF EDMUND F. MANSURE, ADMINISTRATOR, 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Mansure. I do not know whether the committee would like 
me to read a short statement or not. We feel very strongly for this 
bill, of course. 

The CHuatrMAN. Suppose you present your statement for the record, 
and proceed. 

(Statement of Edmund F. Mansure is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF EpmMuND F. MANSURE, ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL SERVICES 


Your Federal Government owns and operates in the continental United States 
some 260,000 passenger automobiles, general-purpose motor vehicles, and trucks. 
This figure does not include the combat and tactical vehicles of the Armed Forces. 

Except for a few experiments by individual executive agencies, no substantial 
steps have been taken to modernize the operations of these motor vehicles and 
bring them into line with efficient and economical business practices. Two years 
ago a very distinguished authority in the field of good government, who is a mem- 
ber of this committee and of the Hoover Commission, tried to remedy the situation. 
Mr. Clarence Brown's bill was favorably reported by unanimous vote of this com 
mittee and passed the House. Unfortunately, it died in the Senate. 

Last year, with Mr. Brown’s blessing, Congressman Charles Jonas, of North 
Carolina, introduced a substantially similar bill which is now before you. Mr. 
Jonas became interested in the economies that could be realized in this field 
through his work on the Appropriations Committee. From personal experience, 
I can assure you that Mr. Jonas is one of the most diligent members of the Ap- 
propriations Committee in finding ways to economize and save money for the 
taxpayers. 

The purpose of the proposed bill is to authorize the Administrator of General 
Services to establish and operate motor-vehicle pools or systems and pools of 
equipment for governmentwide use; to provide centralized furniture control when 
an agency moves to a new location; to direct the Administrator of General Services 
to report the unauthorized use or the illegal conversion of Government motor 
vehicles; and to authorize the Administrator to prescribe physical fitness standards 
for personnel operating Government-owned motor vehicles, and to require them 
to take out State licenses. 

Some executive agencies have expressed fears that operations under the bill 
would disrupt their own activities. To allay these fears, and without weakening 
the bill, we have prepared a few amendments for the consideration of the com- 
mittee. These amendments were developed in consultation with the author of 
the bill, Mr. Jonas, with the staffs of this committee and of the Senate Government 
Operations Committee, and with the Bureau of the Budget and the General 
Accounting Office. 

In summary, they are: 

1. A requirement that the Administrator shall consult in advance with the 
affected agencies before establishing motor pools or systems. 

2. The establishment of legislative standards for exemption of particular 
activities from the system, such as use in remote locations; continuous 
operation in the field; security, law enforcement, and investigative affairs; 
and military field training and tactical purposes. 

3. The vesting of authority in the Civil Service Commission rather than in 
the General Services Administration for the issuance of physical fitness 
standards for operators of motor vehicles. 
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I would like to suggest, also, a further amendment that would make explicit 
that which is now implicit. That is, that the motor-vehicle systems may include 
not only Government-owned automobiles but also the vehicles of private fleet 
operators, taxicab companies, common carrriers, or combinations thereof 

Lastly, the General Accounting Office has several amendments to assure 
greater proof of savings. We have no objection to these amendments but feel 
that they may better be explained by the General Accounting Office represen- 
tatives 

The pilot operation recently established at the Denver Federal Center, Denver, 
Colo., shows the benefits from a consolidated motor pool 

Through the elimination of duplicate maintenance and service facilities and 
paralleling operations of vehicles between the Denver Federal Center and down- 
town Denver, the Government has saved more than $100,000 in personnel, over- 
head expenses, and other items The number of vehicles in use has been reduced 
by 112, with a saving of $50,000. We are now disposing of 13 additional cars 

Upon passage of the bill, the General Services Administration contemplates 
the early establishment of consolidated motor pools in at least 15 areas of high 
motor-vehicle density. The initial establishment of such pools will result in 
an overall reduction of more than 3,000 motor vehicles, representing an intiial 
saving to the Government of more than $14% million annually. The program 
would thereafter be extended to include more than 100 pools, resulting in a redue- 
tion of at least 10,000 motor vehicles and a saving of $5 million annually 

Mr. Mansure. Yes, because you all have copies, and Mr. Elliott 
can answer the former question and | would like Mr. John Hanson 
to explain the pilot operations. 

The CuarrMan. Is there anything you want to add to your written 
statement, Mr. Mansure? 

Mr. Mansure. No, sir. 

mn ‘ : 

The CHarrMAN. Does anyone at the table have any questions of 
Mr. Mansure? Mr. Condon? 

Mr. Connon. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Mollohan? 

Mr. MoLionan. No questions. 

The CHarrRMAN. Mr. Ikard? 

Mr. Ikarp. No questions. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Lipscoms. No questions. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Hillelson? 

Mr. Hititetson. No questions. 

The CHarrMan. Mrs. St. George? 

Mrs. St. GrorGe. I notice that the General Accounting Office and 
the Comptroller General are opposed to the enactment of this legisla- 
tion, and specifically the Comptroller General 
advises that for those reasons it is regarded as virtually a certainty that central- 
ized control of the office furniture, furnishings, and equipment of Federal agencies 
would be impracticable, time consuming, and wasteful. 

And again he says: 


The effect of the language would have required any agency or part thereof 
‘decentralized’? * * * to move with it only such of its furniture and furnishings 
as General Services Administration could not better provide and to report its 
remaining furniture and furnishings as excess property. It did not apply to 
equipment or to passenger-carryving vehicles. 


What is the answer to that? 

Mr. Mansure. I believe some of the objection of the General 
Accounting Office is eliminated by these charges in the present bill. 

Our position on the furniture is that from experience the furniture 
moves out rather than wears out. Of course, the General Services 
Administration would never take the position that in any way an 
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agency’s operation would be affected by retaining furniture in a loca- 
tion without moving it if they needed it. It is merely the common-use 
items where there may be very little difference whether you have this 
specific desk or chair, provided you have something of comparable 
facility. That does not mean that at any time an agency would be 
moved down to a lesser quality or condition of furniture, but many 
times even better furniture can be supplied where an agency has 
moved rather than moving in other furniture, rather than the old 
furniture which can be furnished ready for use for some other agency 
I would rather have the General Accounting Office explain their 
position overall, but it is my understanding that much of their objec- 
tion is overcome by these changes. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. Thank you very much. I was wondering 
because I always have great respect for their opinion, and so I was 
interested to know what the answer was. 

Mr. Fountarn. Apparently the General Services Administration 
does not now have administrative authority to do this. 

Mr. Mansure. No; we do not now have that authority. 

The CHatrmMan. Are there any other questions of Mr. Mansure? 

Mr. Connon. Is there someone from the Comptroller General's 
office who is going to talk? 

Mr. RipHumMan. Yes. 

Mr. Brownson. Does this legislation give you sufficient authority 
to make this program work efficiently, in your opinion? 

Mr. Mansure. In our opinion, yes, provided that there are not too 
many changes which would control the operation. Of course we would 
feel that any change that is desired to be made that wouid improve 
it would be helpful, but if our hands are tied too much, then the 
effectiveness would be lost. 

Mr. Brownson. Are you referring to any specific changes? 

Mr. Mansure. No; some of the members of the committee, or 
some member of other departments may have some changes. 

Mr. Brownson. Have you read the amendments offered by other 
departments? 

Mr. Exxtrorr. We have seen the reports from the other agencies. 

Mr. Brownson. Have you read the General Accounting Office 
statement? 

Mr. Exiiorr. Yes, we have; and on the motor vehicles | personally 
feel these changes that have been made with respect to motor vehicles 
meet teir objections, but the one proposed in subsection (d) was 
aetually drafted by the General Accounting Office. I am a little bit 
surprised at the objection because the language of this was worked out 
with the General Accounting Office a vear ago. I think now that 
their objection is that they want a terminal date on it, that they do 
not want it to go on indefinitely, but for a fixed period, so that it would 
lapse if it did not prove successfu.. 

Mr. Brownson. Would the General Services Administration have 
any objection to a terminal date? 

Mr. Exuiorr. None whatsoever, because if after 3 or 5 vears it was 
not working, then it would be terminated. 

Mr. Brownson. In other words, as far as you know the General 
Services Administration is in a position where they have met all the 
objections of the agencies and the amendments which have been 
drafted to meet those objections meet the General Services Adminis- 
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tration’s approval, and you do feel that this bill does give you sufficient 
authority to accomplish the objective. 

Mr. Exuiorr. That is correct. I cannot sav they have met all the 
objections. We have tried to meet all the objections and still main- 
tain some strength in the bill. 

The Cuarrman. I have to step out of the room for a moment with 
Mr. Bender Would vou pl ase take Over as chairman, Mr. Riehl- 
man? 

Mr. Rimuiman. Yes, sir 

(re there any other questions? 

Mr. Brownson. Do you have any idea about the ultimate economy 
that might result from this bill? 

Mr. Mansure. It would be a pure estimate, but we can give you 
specific figures on that. I would like Mr. John Hanson to give you 
1 or 2 specific items. 

Mr. RieximMan. The committee will be glad to have whatever 
information Mr. Hanson has in response to Mr. Brownson’s question. 

Mr. Mansure. It would be a direct answer. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN HANSON, CHIEF, MOTOR EQUIPMENT 
BRANCH, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Hanson. We have established a pilot operation in Denver, 
Colo., involving only approximately 650 vehicles to start with. 

After about 5 months of operation the actual savings that have 
resulted from that operation amount to approximately $150,000 per 
year. That is accounted for in the reduction of the fleet of over 112 
vehicles, and by the elimination of duplication and paralleling of 
services. We climinated duplicate maintenance and service facilities 
and paralleling operations of vehicles, personnel, overhead expenses, 
supervision and other items in the motor vehicles. 

Mr. Rresiman. Could you tell us what services were included 
this pool, whether it is the Army, Navy, and Air Force, and so on? 

Mr. Hanson. There are no military services, but there are 7 of 
major civilian agencies, with 25 bureaus. 

Mr. Rresuman. Is that information available? 

Hanson. Yes, it is. There is the Interior Department, Com- 
merce Department, General Services Administration, Agriculture 
Department, the Atomic Energy Commission, the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, the Government Printing Office, and I could detail the rest 

them. I have the information on the rest of them. 

Mr. Brownson, That was a $150,000 saving over what period of 
time? 

Mr. Hanson. That would be an annual saving. 

Mr. Brownson. How many vehicles were involved? 

Mr. Hanson. About 650 at the start. 

Mr. Brownson. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mansure. That is just the beginning. We expect to make 
more of a saving by the end of the fiscal vee 

Mr. Rrenuman. Have you had any tents sheet the military have 
been involved? 

Mr. Hanson. We have had no tests where the military have been 
involved in our pools. They operate their own motor pools. They 
have one in San Francisco which they have had operating for some- 
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thing over 3 years, and it is an outstanding example of radio-controlled 
operation of passenger vehicles, on which I| testified 2 vears ago, which 
has resulted in the reduction of vehicles from over 100 to around 30 
to handle an increased workload. 

In answer to Mr. Jonas’ question, in the District we have established 
a motor pool primarily for the General Services Administration, but 
we do service some of the other agencies. We had 330 vehicles in this 
pool, which has been reduced by 58, and we have increased the work- 
load by about 25 percent and this included the reduction from 40 to 
9 passenger vehicles and also the reduction of chauffeurs by 20 

You can figure as a very safe figure that for every car you take off 
the road you save $500. "That is figured on the basis of the fact that 
the car costs the Government about $800 to keep it mm operation, but 
when you consolidate the operations you carry some of the expenses 
over to the other cars. If you figure $500 per car, you are working 
on a very safe figure, per vear. 

Mr. Brownson. That has nothing to do with the chauffeurs. 
That would be an additional saving 

Mr. Hanson. That is in addition to the chauffeurs. 

Mr. Jonas. Mr. Mansure or Mr. Elliott or Mr. Hanson can give 
you a projected estimate. 

Mr. Brownson. That is what I was trying to develop by that 
question. 

Mr. Risuuman. If that is available, 1 think we should have it for 
the record. 

Mr. Hanson. Our projective operation would be that immediately 
that we could go ahead, there would be 15 areas in which we believe 
we could establish pools as soon as we could carry on the necessary 
preliminary work. This would result in a saving of perhaps $1,500,000 
a year, and an estimated reduction of 3,000 vehicles. Ultimately we 
should be able to extend that to more than 100 areas with a reduction 
in the motor vehicle fleet of about 10,000 and an estimated saving of 
about $5 million a year. ‘This is based of course on a very few prelimi- 
nary surveys that we have been able to make. Our theory has been 
to kee p plans for these pools as conservative as possib le, only to plan 
them in areas of high Federal density where actual savings could be 
demonstrated. 

Mr. Jonas. What is the total number of vehicles now owned by 
Government agencies, exclusive of the military? 

Mr. Hanson. Ninety-six thousand. 

Mr. Jonas. It is more than that, isn’t it? 

Mr. Hanson. Including the military commercial type vehicles 
operated in the United States and ‘Territories, there are 260,000. 

Mr. Brownson. Of that 96,000, what percentage is passenger-type 
vehicles? 

Mr. Hanson. Twenty-three thousand are passenger-type vehicles. 

Mr. Fountain. How many of them have chauffeurs? 

Mr. Hanson. It is rather hard to tell how many have chauffeurs, 
but the figure is comparatively small. I don’t know the exact answer. 
If I had to estimate for you I would say there are probably less than 
300 or 400 chauffeurs on the Government payroll for the civil agencies. 

Mr. Connon. You can see almost as many as that around the 
Government buildings these days. 

Mr. Fountain. That is not including the military. 
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Mr. Hanson. No, sir. Most of them are here in Washington. 

Mr. Hintietson. Does that mean that the General Services Admin- 
istration would have to furnish drivers in the motor pools? 

Mr. Hanson. No, sir, only to a limited extent; the bulk of the cars 
operated out of the motor pools would still be driven by incidental 
drive rs 

Mr. Hrttetson. What is an incidental driver? 

Mr. Hanson. A driver who drives the vehicle in the course of his 
regular duties and drives it incidentally to his other work. By con- 
solidating the vehicles it makes it possible for more people to use 
the same vehicles, to reduce the standby time and to put the vehicles 
under the trained care of maintenance men so that vou reduce the 
maintenance expenses. In some areas of high vehicle density you 
would put drivers on and have the vehicles radio-controlled so that 
you could handle a bigh volume of passengers per day. 

For example, the Department of Defense in San Francisco, where 
they do have drivers, get an extremely high volume per day and 
very high mileage. The present mileage on vehicles in the Govern- 
ment of passenger cars is only about 11,000 miles ‘per ve ‘hicle per vear. 
That is barely over the minimum required to reach a normal operating 
cost If you pool these vehicles, you should be able to raise that to 
20,000 miles at which point you would be able to reach the maximum 
of low maintenance costs. 

Mr. Hitteison. | appreciate that the maintenance cost would be 
lessened considerably, but does that mean that additional personnel 
would be required by the General Services Administration to operate 
these pools 

Mr. Hanson. The additional personnel required would be very 
minor in comparison with the reductions that would be effected in 
other agencies concerned. 

Mr. Hitie son. | appreciate that, but you cannot be sure that the 
reductions in other agencies would come about. 

Mr. Jonas. Individual agencies would lose a few and you might 
pick up a few. 

Mr. Hittetson. What guaranty do we have that the agencies 
concerned will lose the employees as a result of this consolidation? 

Mr. Jonas. I cannot guarantee that, but it is contemplated and it 
is implicit in this bill. If you take the cars away from them you will 
have to justify the use of separate maintenance crews and they will 
not be able to do that if they do not have the cars. 

Mr. Hituetson. In our appropriations each year they are not 
specifically stated for what purpose the money is given, and they can 
continue even with the same personnel. 

Mr. Jonas. But the agencies do submit lists and have to justify 
their requests for appropriations, and that contains breakdowns of 
the employees. Mr. Medley has a response to that. 

Mr. Mepuiey. We work very closely with the Budget Bureau, and 
in the case of the Denver, Colo., operation, we worked closely with 
them and when an operation such as this is planned, they are always 
looking to see what funds of the other agencies they can slap in reserve. 

Mr. Hintietson. You do not actually have a breakdown of how 
many people would be eliminated by each of these services? 

Mr. Hanson. Denver, as nearly as we could determine, had 20 
people who should have been released from the work they were work- 
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ing on by the other agencies as a result of taking this over. Actually 
we figured 24, and we increased our total employment by 4. I don’t 
know whether they were released. 

Mr. Hiutexson. Is there any suggested schedule, such as 4 for 
24, according to the number of cars? 

Mr. Hanson. No, sir; that would vary very definitely with the 
different locations in which you work. In New York a pool operation 
might eliminate 90 percent of the Government vehicles operating there 
by supple menting Government oper: ations with commercial facilities 
In other areas where = did not have commercial facilities you might 
have to increase the Government payroll in order to handle the work- 
load and effect the corresponding reduction in the other agencies. 

Mr. Hititetson. That is all I have 

Mr. Ikarp. Mr. Chairman, I was wondering if you have anything 
that would give us some idea about what the cost of one of these pools 
would be in an area where you have a lot of vehicles, as comparing 
the cost of the pool to the use of taxicabs or ordinary commercial 
transportation which is available. 

Mr. Hanson. That would vary with the location. In Washington, 
D. C., General Services Administration has practically eliminated the 
passenger cars and is using taxicabs, particularly in zone 1 and zone 2. 

Mr. Ikarp. It has been your experience that it is ausaat to use 
taxicabs in zones | and 2 rather than to operate Government vehicles? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, but in other cities where you have a high taxicab 
rate it does not necessarily hold true and t does not necessarily hold 
true here when you get into zones 3 and 4 

Mr. Ikarp. Of these 23,000 passenge r-type vehicles, how many are 
in Washington? 

Mr. Hanson. May I check that figure, sir? The civilian agencies 
have 475 automobiles, 106 station wagons 

Mr. Ikarp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. RresuMan. Are there any other questions? 

All right, I think the next witness we have is Mr. Charles E. Eckert, 
legislative attorney in the Office of the Comptroller General. It is 
the committee’s understanding that the General Accounting Office is 
opposed to this legislation. Do you have a statement that you would 
like to make to the committee or give to the committee? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. ECKERT, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 


Mr. Eckert. No; I do not have a prepared statement because of 
the variations in the discussion with the General Services Administra- 
tion as to the amendments to be proposed, and we were a little in the 
dark as to what we would be testifying on today. 

Mr. Rrewitman. You have heard the recommendations and the 
objections that Mr. Jonas made with respect to the bill that is before 
us. Do you have any comment on that? 

Mr. Ecxerr. Yes, sir; on prior legislation we have consistently 
opposed this type of legislation, based upon the concept in the other 
bills of an overall control over furniture and equipment, and motor 
vehicles. 

We very carefully considered the language now proposed by the 
General Services Administration. I have not had the actual language, 
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but we have worked with them on this motor pool situation and with 
the safeguards that we have suggested, the prior determination based 
upon determination of costs that they can come up with a savings 
and the safeguard that if they do not come up with a saving at the 
end of 2 vears the pool will be discontinued. We certainly would be 
willing to go along with that. 

Mr. Rresitman. You would accept that portion of the bill? 

Mr. Eckerr. Yes, sir. If economies can be made, we are for them. 
We would like to have it on a test basis and we would like to have some 
showing that economies can be envisioned and eventually will come 
into being, or the motor pool will be discontinued 

Mr. Riputman. Would you like to give us your observations on 
the part dealmg with furniture? 

Mr. Eckrerr. Yes, sir; this says that the General Services Adminis- 
tration shall control the furniture only on moves. The General 
Accounting Office worked on this particular language in connection 
with another bill. That bill was a temporary bill, a dispersal, if you 
recall {t the time there was a discussion or a consideration of 
the dispersal of the Federal agencies into the surrounding areas 
and we went along on that basis because that particular bill had a 
3-year time limit on it, as I recall. We had no objection. We feel 
that certainly they _ accomplish something on this furniture prop- 
osition. We would be the first to agree that if we wanted to move 
to California and they could furnish us furniture in California, we 
should not move ours, and for that reason we do not have any objection 
to this type of bill, too. 

Frankly, we had felt that maybe this should have a terminal day, 
but I do not know. I do not think that we would insist on this. 

Mr. RieaiMan. You are not in a position this morning to say to the 
committee that you would insist on a terminal day? 

Mr. Ecxerr. No, I am not; but I do not think we would. 

We have one little problem left in this bill and I don’t know from 
the testimony here, we have not been acquainted with all the amend- 
ments that are proposed to be made, but as we read H. R. 4457, it 
woul 1 provide for the setting up of pools of equipment. We do not 
believe that this equipment can as readily be pooled as the motor- 
vehicles situation. It is our position that the general-equipment 
problem, the same as the overall control of the furniture, is some- 
thing interrelated with the agency-property accounting and it should 
stay there. The equipment gives us some trouble because it is 
peculiarly related to a department, type of machine, and the very 
difficulty there is in the definition of the equipment itself. 

Does it mean typewriters or bookkeeping machines or large check 
operations? 

It is something that we at this time cannot define readily, but we 
- el rather strongly that that is something that should stay with the 

geney and we would recommend that they delete any provision for 
ak of equipment and any provision for the transfer of equipment 
as a general proposition. 

Mr. RrensumMan. I am not so sure but that Mr. Elliott might give 
us some enlightenments as to your position on this subject. 

Mr. Exutrorr. We had trouble with pools of equipment from 
the modified language. 
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Mr. Riexuman. I understand that was not available until last 
night. 

Mr. Eckert. If that is true, I believe that the General Account- 
ing Office would have no further objection to the bill as proposed. 

Mr. Exxuiorr. Under section 109 (b) of the general supply fund we 
presently have certain limited authority with respect to pooling 
equipment. In other words, there is a provision there that we can 
lease or rent equipment to other executive agencies. 

Mr. Eckert. That is with the consent of the agencies. 

Mr. Exuuiorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Eckert. It may be that as to motor pools we must have a 
final authority in someone. They now have the authority on the 
furniture proposition, too, with the agreement of the department, 
but this bill would rest the final authority in the General Services 
Administration. If equipment be eliminated from the bill and left 
to the agreement of the Departments, then this bill would satisfy 
the General Accounting Office. 

Mr. RreutmMan. Mr. Dawson, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Dawson. No, sir. 

Mr. Rresitman. Mr. Condon? 

Mr. Connon. No questions. 

Mr. Rreuxuman. Mr. Fountain? 

Mr. Fountain. Did I understand that at the present time the 
General Accounting Office would recommend this piece of legislation, 
with the amendments proposed? 

Mr. Eckert. Yes, sir 

Mr. Rrexuman. Mr. Mollohan, do vou have any questions? 

Mr. MoLLoHan. No questions. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Is there anyone else down at that end of the table 
who has a question? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorar, I| take it from this testimony that this report we 
have before us, then, is entirely out of date with the changes in the bill. 

Mr. Eckerr. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. St. Grorae. Does that also apply to vour statement on page 9 
of the report, where it says: 


The Comptroller General thus believes that all property and equipment used 
by an agency should be treated as a responsibility and as part of the overall 
financial plans and requirements of that particular agence He indicated that the 


propose d section 4 appears to be completely contrary to this approach. 


Has the present section 4 that is before us been corrected so that 
it meets that objection? 

Mr Re KERT. The language of that. Mrs. So. Creorge, discussed 
the overall control of furniture by the General Services Admini 
tration. Westill believe that very strongly. We feel that an agency’s 
furniture and equipment is a part of the agency operation, and is so 
interrelated that they should account for it. 

The present section 4 is such that it allows the General Services 
Administration to exchange or replace that furniture with furniture 
at the new location. That being so, our accounting problem would be 
to substitute valuation of the new equipment for the old equipment at 
that one time, but the accounting for the property, both furniture 
and equipment, would still be in the agency, where we believe it 


elongs. 
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Mrs. St. GeorGe. So, therefore, this does take care of the objection. 

Mr. Eckert. Yes, ma’am. 

Mr. Brownson. I think I would like to ask this question of Mr. 
Elliott. At the present time when it develops that agencies have 
surplus equipmen*, you have some sort of an arrangement for taking 
their surplus and transferring it to other agencies, do you not? 

Mr. Exvxiorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Brownson. In one way that is a matter of pooling surplus 
equipment and redistributing it. 

Mr. Exvuiorr. But only when they declare it as excess to their 
needs. We have no power to take it away from them. 

Mr. Brownson. I think the thing to do is to get as much accom- 
plished in the bill as it is now and if that works successfully then 
perhaps Mr. Jonas will be back with another bill. 

Mr. Jonas. That is the only reason I am in favor of making the 
changes with respect to equipment, because I am satisfied in my own 
mind that we will save relatively as much money by pooling equip- 
ment because we have had the experience in our committee of separate 
agencies wanting to buy these expensive items of equipment that are 
located in the same city. They cannot use them all the time. They 
sit idle and ultimately, if we can save the main part of the bill, | 
expect to get to the equipment later on. 

Mr. RieatMan. Do you have any questions, Mrs. Harden? 

Mrs. Harpen. No questions. 

Mr. Rrexiuman. Do you have a question, Mr. Fountain? 

Mr. Kounrarn. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Suppose there is no reduction 
in personnel, which is something we can always anticipate, will there 
still be substantial savings under this program? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rrexuman. Thank you, gentlemen. We now have with us as 
the next witness Mr. Frank H. Higgins, the Deputy Under Secretary 
of the Army. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary Hieeins. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rrextman. Would you care to read it, or would you like to 
submit it and then briefly summarize it? 

Secretary Hieains. It is a very short statement, Mr. Chairman 
I would like to read it, if I may. 

Mr. RrexumMan. Yes, vou certainly may, Mr. Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK H. HIGGINS, DEPUTY UNDER 
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 


Secretary Hteaains. The statement does not give cognizance to 
any amendments which may have been brought to the meeting this 
morning. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is F. H. 
Higgins, Deputy Under Secretary of the Army. 

The Department of the Army, as action agency for the Department 
of Defense, appreciates this opportunity to appear before this com- 
mittee and present the views of the Department of Defense and the 
military departments with respect to H. R. 4457, 83d Congress, a bill 
to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, to authorize the Administrator of General Services to establish 
and operate motor-vehicle pools and systems and to provide office 
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furniture and furnishings when agencies are moved to new locations, 
to direct the Administrator to report the unauthorized use of Govern- 
ment motor vehicles, and for other purposes. 

The purposes of this bill are (1) to authorize the Administrator of 
General Services to establish and operate motor-vehicle pools or 
systems and pools of equipment for lease or rent to Federal agencies; 
(2) to direct the Administrator to report the unauthorized use of 
Government motor vehicles to the head of the ageney concerned for 
further investigation and other disciplinary action or referral to the 
Attorney General, as appropriate; and (3) to authorize the Adminis- 
trator, when agencies are moved to other locations, to move only such 
furniture and furnishings and such office equipment as cannot more 
economically and efficiently be made available at the new locations. 

The Department of Defense strongly recommends that H. R. 4457 
be amended to include the provision which would exempt the Depart- 
ment of Defense from the provisions of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, as it would be 
amended by enactment of H. R. 4457, relating to motor vehicles 
primarily because of its adverse effects upon military operations and 
the combat readiness of the Armed Forces. 

Further, the Department is opposed to the inclusion of section 4 of 
H. R. 4457 relating to furniture, furnishings, and office equipment 
until the wording of that section has been modified to clarify the scope 
of its application and until the Department has had an opportunity to 
comment on the clarified version. 

Major General Yount, Chief of Transportation, Army, and Briga- 
dier General McNamara, Chief, Supply Division, G-4, Army, have 
accompanied me here this morning as well as representatives from the 
Departments of the Navy and Air Force. General Yount is prepared 
to testify with respect to the technical aspects of the provisions of the 
bill pertaining to motor vehicles, and General McNamara is prepared 
to testify with respect to the technical aspects of the provisions of the 
bill pertaining to furniture, furnishings, and office equipment. 

If this committee has no objections, I would like to have General 
Yount make his statement at this time, after which he will be available 
to answer questions with respect to motor vehicles. Thereafter, if the 
committee does not object, | would like to have General McNamara 
make his statement with respect to furniture, furnishings, and office 
equipment. Thereafter, he will be available to answer questions on 
this subject. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rreax~man. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Are there any 
questions? 

Mr. Brownson. There was one sentence where you said that you 
felt that this bill would affect the combat readiness of the armed 
services. My understanding is that this bill deals with office equip- 
ment and. particularly civilian-type vehicles. Could I ask you where 
vou feel that combat readiness of the armed services, in which we are 
all interested, would be affected? 

Secretary Hicgerns. General Yount has made an exhaustive study 
of that. 
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STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. PAUL F. YOUNT, CHIEF OF TRANS- 
PORTATION, UNITED STATES ARMY 


General Yount. This would cover all motor vehicles. In addition, 
I notice in this modification that there is a reference to the fact 
that the Administrator shall have authority to exempt motor vehicles, 
for military field training and tactical uses. That, in effect, places 
the Secretary of Defense dependent upon the Administrator for the 
operation of motor vehicles in remote areas. It is for security and 
military and tactical uses. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you for having conducted the hearing in 
my absence, Mr. Riehlman 

You do not have any idea that he would not be cooperative; do 
you, General? 

General Yount. This is a very dangerous aspect of the law, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAarrRMAN. It would not be, if he were patriotic. 

General Yount. People do not always agree, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Isn't there the chance that he would be just as 
cooperative as the fellow at the top of your organization? 

General Yount. Yes, sir; | think so, but there is a lack of under- 
standing between the military requirements and the civilian require- 
ments 

Secretary Hicerns. I do not think there would be a question of 
cooper ration, but I think your chain of command would be broken, 
and that would make a material difference in the time of emergency. 

The CHatrMan. With telephones as handy as they are, it doesn’t 
take long to find out. 

Secretary Hicetns. Your authority is entirely broken in this case. 
That would be the only serious objection. It would be one of principle, 
not of cooperation. 

Mr. RisuiMan. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Founratn. Do | understand that this bill does cover all 
military vehicles? 

Mr. Risautman. No. Mr. Elliott, would you like to comment on 
that? 


STATEMENT OF MAX ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir; there is a definition of motor vehicles at 
the bottom of page 6 of the draft amendment, where it says: 

The term “motor vehicle’? means any vehicle, self-propelled or drawn by 
mechanical power, designed to be operated principally on the highways in the 
transportation of property or passengers. 


The CuarrmMan. That doesn’t apply to military operations. 

Mr. Exxiorr. That does not apply to combat vehicles, and even 
within that class of vehicles which is not all vehicles. there is. as the 
General pointed out, a power which exempts for either field activities 
requiring continuous operation, security, law enforcement, investiga- 
tive activities, and military field training and tactical uses. 
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The CuatrMan. Counsel advises that these proposed changes did 
not come in until last night. That is unfortunate. 

General Yount. That is correct. 

Mr. Conpvon. In view of that, wouldn’t it be helpful for us all if 
we could have something before us that we could read in one place, 
instead of having a series of amendments that I do not understand. 

The CuarrMan. It occurs to me, in view of these proposed changes, 
we are not in a very good position to discuss the matter intelligently, 
and we might better come in some other time. What do you think, 
Mr. Riehlman? 

Mr. Rrenuman. Unless there is something we want to say today. 
We are talking about something now that is all in the air. 

Secretary Hiceins. As | mentioned preceding the announcement | 
made, I realized a large part of my opening announcement is now 
entirely obsolete, due to a document we were furnished with when we 
walked into the room this morning which we had no chance to study 
or analyze or weigh, and I think we should have a chance to explore 
this. 

The CuarrMan. There is a great deal to what you say, but do not 
blame the committee. We did not get this, and we asked as a matter 
of courtesy they let us have it so that we can pass it along down the 
chain of command. 

Mr. Ikarp. Is a motion in order at this time, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. I suppose so. 

Mr. Ikarp. If it is, | would like to move that the committee recess 
until such time as the bill is gotten together in one piece, until we can 
intelligently proceed on that. 

Mr. Rienxi~man. I want to bring to your attention the fact that 
certain provisions and changes have been suggested in the bill by 
the General Services Administration which have been accepted 
by the General Accounting Office and they say with those new pro- 
visions there will be no objection on their part. It appears to me 
that that may be entirely true with respect to the military, but at 
least thev should be given time enough to study them and understand 
exactly what they are and then come back to the committee and in a 
realistic manner approach the legislation objectively. 

Mr. Brownson. May I ask Mr. Ikard if he could rephrase his 
motion? 

Mr. Ikarp. I haven’t made a motion. I have just suggested one. 

Mr. Brownson. I was going to ask that the word ‘recess’ be 
eliminated, 

Mr. Ikarp. I have in mind recessing this hearing on this bill. 

The Cuatrman. We will adjourn, but I would like to adjourn to 
a time that would be convenient for these gentlemen to study the 
changes. Now, unless there is some objection, if they will make it 
known which day they want and if it is agreeable, we will come back 
at that time. 

Mr. Brownson. This will be an adjournment of the hearing on this 
subject only. 

The CuarrMan. That is correct. 

Secretary Hieains. How about a week from today? 
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Mr. Ikarp. My motion was simply the recessing of the hearing on 
this bill, and not to adjourn the committee. 

The CHarrMan. I understand that. 

Mrs. Sv. GrorGe. | second the motion. 

The Cuarrman. As the chairman, and if I have any authority at 
all, we will do that. We will recess the hearing on this bill at this 
time 

Thank you for having come up. We will conclude the hearing for 
the time being on H. R. 4457. 

The committee will stand adjourned. 

Whereupon, at 11:02 a. m., the committee adjourned.) 








TO AMEND THE FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949, AS AMENDED, TO AU- 
THORIZE THE ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL SERVICES 
TO ESTABLISH AND OPERATE MOTOR VEHICLE POOLS 
AND SYSTEMS AND TO PROVIDE OFFICE FURNITURE 
AND FURNISHINGS WHEN AGENCIES ARE MOVED TO 
NEW LOCATIONS, TO DIRECT THE ADMINISTRATOR TO 
REPORT THE UNAUTHORIZED USE OF GOVERNMENT 
MOTOR VEHICLES, AND TO AUTHORIZE THE UNITED 
STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION TO REGULATE 
OPERATORS OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED MOTOR VEHI- 
CLES, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 5, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:02 a. m., in room 1301, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Clare E. Hoffman presiding. 

The CHarrMANn. The committee will come to order. The com- 
mittee has up for consideration H. R. 8753, a revision of H. R. 4457, 
and introduced to supersede H. R. 4457. 

Our colleague, Mr. Jonas, author of the bill, is the first witness. 

We will print a copy of the bill at this point in the record. 

(H. R. 8753 is as follow:) 


[H. R. 8753, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to 
authorize the Administrator of General Services to establish and operate motor vehicle pools and sys- 
tems and to provide office furniture and furnishings when agencies are moved to new locations, to direct 
the Administrator to report the unauthorized use of Government motor vehicles, and to authorize the 
United States Civil Service Commission to regulate operators of Government-owned motor vehicles, 
and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That section 211 of the Federal Property and 

Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 377), as amended, is amended by 

inserting, after the section number ‘211’, the subsection designation ‘‘(a)’’ 

and adding at the end of said section the following new subsections: 

“(b) The Administrator shall, in respect of executive agencies, and to the 
extent that he determines that so doing is advantageous to the Government in 
terms of economy, efficiency, or service, after consultation with and with due 
regard to the program activities of the agencies concerned, (1) consolidate, take 
over, acquire, or arrange for the operation by any executive agency of, motor 
vehicles and other related equipment and supplies for the purpose of establishing 
motor vehicle pools and systems to serve the needs of executive agencies; and (2 


provide for the establishment, maintenance, and operation (including servicing 
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and storace) of motor vehicle pools or systems for transportation of property or 
passengers, and for furni such motor vehicle and related services to executive 
agencies Such motor vehicle services may be furnished, as determined by the 
Administrator, through the use, under rental or other arrangements, of motor 
vehicles of private fleet operators, taxicab companies, local or interstate common 








carriers, or Government-owned motor vehicles, or combinations thereof. The 
Administrator shall have a ithority, from time to time, either on his own initia- 
tive, or upon application by any executive agency or agencies, to exempt any 
executive agency or any activity or type of property from action taken under 
this subsection, Whenever such exemption is necessary for the efficient conduct 
of the activities of the agency concerned due to its use of motor vehicles in (i) 
remote locations; (ii) field activities requiring: continuous operation; (iii) security, 
law enforcement, and investigative activities; and (iv) military field training 
and tactical uses. The Administrator shall, so far as practicable, provide any 
of the services specified in this subsection to any Federal agency, mixed ownership 
corporation (as defined in the Government Corporation Control Act), or the 
District of Columbia, upon its request . 
ec) The General Supply Fund provided for in section 109 shall be available for 
use by or under the direction and control of the iministrator for paving all 
elements of cost (including the purchase or rental price of motor vehicles and 
other related equipment and supplies) incident to the establishment, maintenance, 
and operation (including servicing and storage) of motor vehicle pools or systems 
for transportation of property or passengers, and to the furnishing of such motor 
I es and equipment and related services pursuant to subsection (b). Pay- 
by requisitioning agencies so served shall be at prices fixed by the Adminis- 








> at levels which will recover so far as practicable all such elements of cost: 

1, That the purchase price of motor vehicles and other equipment specified 

in tl subsection shall be recovered only through charge for the cost of amortiza- 

tior , That such costs shall be determined in accordance 

W ig method and financial reports shall be prepared on the 

ba ( Payments to the General Supply Fund for motor 

ve le rvices shall be accounted for as other contractual 
services 


1) Any determination made by the Administrator pursuant to subsection (b) 
shall set forth in writing an analytical justification for the establishment, mainte- 
nance, and operation of each such motor vehicle pool and system. Such justifi- 
eation shall include a detailed comparison of estimated costs of present and pro- 
posed modes of operation, and a showing that savings can be realized by the 
establishment, maintenance, and operation of such pool or system. 

e) Whenever any such motor vehicle pool or system has been established 
pursuant to subsection (b), the Administrator shall maintain accurate records of 
the cost of its establishment, maintenance, and operation. If, in any two succes- 
sive fiscal years, no actual savings are realized on the basis of the accounting for 





costs provided in subsection (c) the Administrator shall discontinue such motor 
vehicle pool or system, and shall return to the agency or agencies involved motor 
vehicles and related equipment and supplies similar in kind and of a value reason- 


ably comparable to the value of the motor vehicles and related equipment and 


plies theretofore received by the Administrator from such agency or agencies. 
f) Whenever the Administrator takes over pursuant to subsection (b) any 
motor vehicle or other related equipment or supplies from any Government 
corporation, or from any other agency if such vehicle, equipment or supplies have 
»quired by such agency through expenditures made from, and not thereto- 
fore reimbursed to, any revolving or trust fund authorized by law, the Administra- 
tor shall reimburse such corporation or fund by an amount equal to the fair market 
value of the vehicle, equipment or supplies so taken over. If thereafter, pursuant 
to subsection (e), the Administrator returns to such corporation or agency any 
motor vehicle, equipment or supplies, the Administrator shall be reimbursed by 
the payment to him, by such corporation or from such fund, of an amount equal to 
the fair market value of the vehicle, equipment or supplies so returned. 

When reimbursement is not required under subsection (f), the value, as 


bec 





determined by the Administrator, of any motor vehicle or other related equipment 
or s ipplies taken over under authority of subsection (b Lay be added to the 
capital of the General Supply Fund, and in the event that property similar in 
kind is subsequently returned pursuant to subsection (e), the value thereof may 
be deducted from the General Supply Fund. 

h) The Administrator, in the operation of motor vehicle pools or systems, 
may make provision for the furnishing, sale, and use of scrip, tokens, tickets, and 
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similar devices for the making of payment to using agencies for services rendered 
by the Administrator in the transportation of property or passengers 
i) The United States Civil Service Commission shall issue regulations to 

govern executive agencies in authorizing personnel to operate Government-owned 
motor vehicles for official purposes within the continental United States, its 
Territories and possessions. Such regulations shall prescribe standards of 
physical fitness for authorized operators and shall require operators and prospec- 
tive operators to obtain such State and local licenses or permits as woyld be 
required for the operation by them of similar vehicles for other than official 
purposes. The head of each executive agency shall issue such orders and directives 
as may be necessary to comply with such regulations and shall make appropriate 
provision therein for periodically testing the physical fitness of operators and 
prospective operators and for the suspension and revocation of authorizations to 
operate 

““(j) Whenever, during the regular course of his duties, there shall come to the 
knowledge of the Administrator any violation of the provisions of section 5 of 
the Act of July 16, 1914, as amended (5 U. 5. C. 78), or of section 641 of the 
Criminal Code (18 U.S. C. 641) involving the conversion by a Government official 
or emplovee of a Government-owned or leased motor vehicle to his own use or the 
use of others, the Administrator shall report such violation to the head of the 
agency in which the official or employee concerned is employed, for further investi- 
gation and either appropriate disciplinary action under such section 5 or, where 
appropriate, referral to the Attorney General for prosecution under such section 
641. 

k) Members of the uniformed services (as defined in the Career Compensation 

Act of 1949, as amended) may be directed by appropriate regulation of the head of 
the executive agency in which they are serving to secure transportation necessary 
in conducting official Government business within the limits of their duty st 
Expenses so incurred by such members for train, bus, streetcar, taxicab, ferry, 
bridge, and similar fares and tolls, or for use of privately owned vehicles at a 
fixed rate per mile, shall be defraved by the agency in which they are serving, or the 
personnel so directed shall be reimbursed for such « xpel ses.”’ 

Sec. 2. Section 10 of such Act, as amended, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 





g) Whenever an agency, or an organizational unit thereof, occupying a sub- 
stantial and identifiable segment of space (building, floor, wing, and so forth) in a 
location controlled for purposes of assignment of space by the Adn trator, Is 
moved to such a substantial and idetifiable segment of space in the same or an- 
other location so controlled by the Administrator, furniture, furnishings, and office 
equipment used by the moving agency or unit shall be moved only if the Iminis- 
trator, after consultation with the head of the agency concerned, and with due 


regard for the program activities of such agency, shall determine that suitable re- 
placements cannot more economically and efficiently be made available in the new 
space. In the absence of such determination, suitable furniture, furnishings, and 
office eauipment for the new space shall be provided, as the Administrator shall 
determine to be more economical and efficient, (1) from stoeks under the control 


of the moving agency or (2) from stocks available to the Administrator, but the 
same or similar items shall not be provided from both sources. When furniture, 
furnishings, and office eauipment are provided for the new space from stocks avail- 
able to the Administrator, the items so provided shall remain in the control of 
the Administrator, and the furniture, furnishings, and office equipment previously 
used by the moving agency or unit and not moved to the new space shall pass to 
the control of the Administrator without reimbursement When furniture, fur- 


nishings, and office equipment not so moved are carried as assets of a revolving or 
working capital fund at the time thev pass to the control of the Administrator, 
the net book value thereof shall be written off and the capital of the fund dimin- 
ished by the amount of such w rite-off.’’ 

Sec. 5. Such Act, as amended, is further amended by 

a) Inserting in the caption for section 211 in the table of contents to such Act, 
immediately before the period at the end thereof, the words ‘‘and operation’ 

(b) Inserting at the end of the caption to the text of section 211 of such Act the 
words “‘AND OPERATION’’. 

(c) Inserting at the end of section 3 thereof the following new subsection 

‘“(e) The term ‘motor vehicle’ means any vehicle, self-propelled or drawn by 
mechanical power, designed and operated principally for highway transportation 
of property or passengers, exclusive of any vehicle designed and used for military 
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field training, combat, or tactical purposes, or used principally within the confines 
of a regularly established military post, camp, or depot. 


The CHarrman. Do you desire to testify, Congressman Jonas? 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES RAPER JONAS, A REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH 
CAROLINA 


Mr. Jonas. The committee very kindly heard me on this subject 
on March 17 and the hearing was interrupted then for reasons with 
which the committee is familiar. 

I am already on record in support of my own bill and I see no reason 
to detain the committee with a further discussion of it on my part. 

I do have some witnesses here prepared to discuss some of the 
technical aspects of the particular bill, particularly Mr. Hansen, from 
the General Services Administration. He also testified on March 17. 

Mr. Mansure is here also. I think he would like to offer a supple- 
mental written statement for the further consideration of the com- 
mittee. 

Aside from those two, I don’t know whether any of the representa- 
tives of the General Services Administration would care to testify or 
not. The bill has been redrafted to incorporate some of the changes 
suggested in the prior hearing but is substantially the same as the 
Brown bill which passed the 82d Congress, and substantially the same 
as the original bill upon which the hearing was held on March 17. 

The CuarrMan. Very well. Does Mr. Mansure wish to add to his 
previous statement? Will you take the chair, please? 


FURTHER STATEMENTIOF EDMUND F. MANSURE, ADMINISTRATOR, 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Mansure. On March 17, 1954, I testified before this committee 
on H. R. 4457. At that time I explained why we favor legislation 
establishing within the executive branch the authority and responsi- 
bility for the consolidation of Government-owned motor vehicles into 
interagency pools, wherever the volume of work would justify such 
action. 

Some executive agencies have expressed fears that the operation of 
these pools would disrupt their own activities. To allay these fears 
without unduly weakening the intent of the bill, Congressman Jonas 
has had the proposed legislation rewritten as H. R. 8753, within which 
have been incorporated many of the changes requested. 

At the previous hearing I pointed out that a pilot operation recently 
established at the Denver Federal Center, Denver, Colo., had demon- 
strated conclusively the savings resulting from the operation of con- 
solidated motor pools. The experience of the operation of those intra- 
agency motor pools which have been established by the individual 
executive agencies has duplicated and further substantiated the ex- 
perience at Denver. Further, GSA, in the operation of its own intra- 
agency motor pools, has developed substantial savings. 

During the past few weeks I have heard that in supporting this 
legislation the General Services Administration is charged with 
“empire building.”” The charge is not true. 
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The fact is, the present situation with respect to the operation 
and management of motor vehicles in the executive branch of the 
Government is notably unsatisfactory. There is lacking the cen- 
tralized authority and responsibility which experience has found 
necessary for securing the maximum and most economical use of 
motor vehicles. 

I wish to emphasize that our interest in this legislation is that of a 
service agency of the Government, an agency which is responsible, 
wherever possible, for improving the management of the Govern- 
ment’s property. Experience has shown that the voluntary con- 
solidation of Government-owned motor vehicles into imteragene, 
motor pools, and the establishment of inter-agency motor transport 
svstems, is unlikely to achieve the substantial economies that are 
possible from a reasonable exercise of coordinating authority. There- 
fore, we believe there must be enacted legislation which will not only 
authorize the establishment and operation of consolidated motor 
pools ¢ or motor transport systems, but which will also establish a 
definite responsibility within the executive agencies for carrying out 
the program. 

I naiceaanii that the Department of Defense, for various reasons 
which they are no doubt prepared to outline, proposes to request 
complete exemption from the requirements of this legislation. 

| wish to reiterate that it is not our intention or wish to take over 
the control and responsibility for the operation of the military fleet. 
Combat and training vehicles will not be covered at all under the 
present bill. On the other hand, there would seem to be no reason 
why Department of Defense vehicles used only for administrative 
purposes should not be as susceptible to pooling operations as those 
of any other agency. 

To be sure, it is entirely possible that in certain areas, where the 
workload is sufficiently large, there may be ample justification for the 
establishment and operation of both a civil and a military consolidated 
motor pool. 

In other areas, where military operations are predominant, it could 
well be that an economical and efficient method of developing a 
consolidated interagency motor pool would best be handled by the 
military. 

In still other instances, where the movement of military motor 
vehicles for ordinary administrative purposes will be a very small per- 
centage of the total, it could be equally to the interest of the Govern- 
ment to establish a motor pool under the Federal agency which is 
predominant in the operation of motor vehicles in that area. 

In this connection I would like to take this opportunity of publicly 
congratulating the Department of Defense for its recent inauguration, 
In connection with the operation of the so-called Pentagon motor pool, 
of methods of improved management which GSA has consistently for 
the past several years advocated as being necessary for obtaining the 
type of Government fleet management which will improve its effi- 
ciency, While at the same time increasing the economy of the operation. 
I refer specifically to the inauguration last Wednesday, April 28, of 
radio controlled dispatch system in the Military District of Washing. 
ton motor pool. 

We recognize that this committee, in its deliberations upon this bill, 
may see fit to recommend to the House amendments to make the bill 
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more acceptable to the thinking of particular agencies in the executive 
branch, yet still within the broad principle of centralized authority 
and responsibility. The latter we regard as essential in any legislative 
proposal aimed at rectifying the present motor vehicle situation, even 
though variations may be made from this bill in the granting of ex- 
emptions or in the actual assignment of overall control. Perhaps, 
to allay the fears of those who profess to believe that GSA will be 
overly ambitious in seeking to take over vehicles of other agencies, 
the bill should provide that the President will prescribe the standards 
for establishing pools and that all proposed actions applying such 
standards will be appealable to him. 

The scope and extent of the inclusion of Government-owned motor 
veliicles in a pooling program is the primary matter for consideration 
and is one which should be closely defined, remembering that any re- 
duction in the number of vehicles included in the interagency motor 
pools will reduce proportionately the amount of the expected savings. 

| know that this committee will give this bill its closest scrutiny, to 
the end that legislation which may be passed will represent the op- 
timum for the attainment of its final objective. 

In closing, I would like to state that GSA claims no uniquely trans- 
cendent power to administer the measure but, as a service agency for 
the Government, we obviously are vitally concerned with all things 
pertaining to motor vehicle service and which may ultimately result 
in a savings. 

We, therefore, stand ready and willing to assist this committee, as 
well as other agencies in the Government, in evolving any changes or 
amendments which would conduce to harmony and efficiency in the 
administration of the ultimate enactment. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Mansure, will you have someone remain 
here during the hearings to answer the various objections which 
may be made? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes, si 

The CuatrMan. Do you have any questions, Mr. Riehlman? 

Mr. RirewimMan. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Osmers, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Osmers. No questions. 

The CuatrMan. Mr. Dawson? 

Mr. Dawson. No questions except I wish to congratulate the 
Administrator upon the attitude he has assumed toward this legis- 
lation. 1 think it is very fine. 

Mr. Mansure. Thank you very much. 

The Cuatrrman. Mr. Ikard, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Ikarp. We were wondering about the liability in a tort claim 
where there was some action and Mr. Condon and I were discussing 
the matter of a pool arrangement oe the Department of Agri- 
culture might have an official of their Department driving an auto- 
mobile belonging to the Department of Commerce and the question 
that arose in our minds was whether there would be any confusion in 
the liability or the ability to prosecute the claim. 

Mr. Mansure. I would like our general counsel, Max Elliott, to 
answer that, if he may. 








FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 25 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF MAX H. ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Exurorr. | do not believe there would be. As you know, 
under the Federal Tort Claims, there can be an administrative 
settlement up to $1,000. It would be my opinion that the agency 
running the pool would be the ageney which ought to take care of it. 
I think the agency running the pool would have to take responsibility 
for the general control, whether that were in that particular case 
the military or ourselves or some other civilian agency which might 
have charge of the pool. 

Mr. Ikarp. It is your opinion that, under this bill, that would be 
the effect? 

Mr. Euuiorr. Yes, sir; as among agencies. 

Mr. Ikarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Condon, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Connon. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

How does the money work out? Does that come out of the budget 
of the Department or is there a general fund set up to pay all torts? 

Mr. Exxuiorr. That comes out of the agency committing the tort. 

Mr. Connon. | could see some serious problems. Let us say the 
Department of Agriculture controls the pool afd there is a vehicle 
in there owned by the Department of the Interior and a man from 
the Department of Justice drives the vehicle and runs into someone 
and kills that person and a suit would be filed against the Depart- 
ment of Justice because their agent was responsible, and the agency 
that actually owned the vehicle would be a defendant and whoever 
was in control of the pool would be a legitimate defendant also. 

You would have three defendants. Now, under those circum- 
stances, who would pay the claimant? 

Mr. Exxiorr. If these were private parties and each were separate, 
I would agree with you, but these are all three agencies of the same 
defendant which is the Government. The whole theory of these 
pools is that they shall be self-sustaining. They are to be set up on 
a business-type operation. The agency running the pool is to get 
reimbursed, which will be done in several ways. 

The bill provides that payment may be made by script or token. 
I would assume that in setting up your cost criteria on a pool, you 
would have to take into account on an actuarial basis the possibility 
of liability, as any firm would that acts as a self-insurer. 

Mr. Connon. You do not concede that this will cause any pro- 
cedural or legal difficulties with people who have liability against the 
United States, for example? 

Mr. Exuiorr. No; I can see where in the mind of a private prac- 
titioner who might represent soneone, there might be some confusion 
initially and I think it would be up to the Government to inform its 
citizens to dispel any confusion, and the place to go for the adminis- 
trative settlement, the agency running the pool. 

Mr. Conpon. There are some other things that I was thinking of, 
maybe minor problems that might come up in a procedural way. 

Let us say that a pool is run by the Department of Defense. I 
know that there are vehicles going on and off the defense installations 
and various things that they have to do to release the vehicle out of 
the installation. 
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Suppose there was a Department of Agriculture vehicle used by the 
Department of Defense. Will there be any complications in the differ- 
ent labels on the sides of the vehicles in the sense that one agency will be 
using another agency’s vehicle and the different agencies might have 
different rules, for instance, with respect to taking the vehicle home 
overnight. 

Mr. Mansure. Mr. Hanson might answer that, I believe. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF JOHN HANSON, CHIEF, MOTOR EQUIP- 
MENT BRANCH, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Hanson. I do not believe there will be any procedural diffi- 
culty. The vehicle now being operated will operate under local 
ground rules. Any vehicle operated by another agency would, in 
turn, be operated so as to comply with the local ground rules. 

Mr. Connon. Suppose vour local ground rules were different for 
different departments? The Department of Commerce has one set 
of ground rules and maybe a man could take the car home overnight 
and start off in the morning to his destination and not have to go 
back to his office, and maybe Agriculture says that he will have to 
come to the garage and take off. Would each agency be able to 
operate the ear undér their own rules, or would the pool set out 
centralized rules? 

Mr. Hanson. The concept of this legislation is that there would 
be the same general ground rules regardless of who operated them 
and the ground rules would be based on the existing legislative 
authority. 

Mr. Connon. I assume that the Defense Department has some 
rules that are different from the civilian agencies. Would they still 
follow the pool rules, or could they put whatever safeguards they 
have in their own rules? 

Mr. Hanson. If they were safeguards, they could apply if it was 
rules for operation, which was legal, there is no reason why they 
could not apply. 

On the other hand, with respect to special privileges which are not 
recognized or legal, they would not be applied. 

Mr. Connon. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

The CaarrmMan. Mrs. St. George, do vou have any questions? 

Mrs. Sr. GrorGe. Not vet. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Hillelson, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Hitutetson. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Lipscomb, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Lipscoms. No questions. 

The CuarrMan. Will it be possible or convenient for you to have 
your general counsel and associate counsel, Mr. Hanson, remain here 
for the testimony of these other witnesses, Mr. Mansure? I think 
we can expedite the hearing if we have those opposing this bill come 
in and give you an opportunity to reply. 

Mr. Jonas. Would you permit me to ask Mr. Hanson to testify 
briefly and describe the pilot operation in Denver, Colo., unless the 
committee is familiar with that? 

The CuarrMan. I think that might be well. We would like, too, 
to have a breakdown of the bad practices, giving specific instances 
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which the gentlemen hope this bill will lessen, that is, information on 
the misuse or improper use of motor vehicles. 

Mr. Hanson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
last time I appeared before you I went into considerable detail on 
statistics. I won’t go into any of that today but I will try to answer 
the questions you ask and I will try to give some of the details of the 
pilot operation we have in Denver. 

As Mr. Mansure has just pointed out, the operation of the Govern- 
ment fleet is big business and we are interested in trying to promote 
practices which will develop governmentwide economies. 

The establishment of these motor pools on a governmentwide basis 
would tend to provide for the following advantages: 

First, it would increase the utilization of motor vehicles and develop 
a corresponding reduction in the total number of vehicles required. 

To illustrate that point, of the vehicles reported by the executive 
agencies in operation on July 1, 1953, there were a number of them 
that showed operations of under 5,000 miles; there were some that 
showed operations as little as 3,000 miles; and a few of them down to 
nearly 1,000 miles. 

When consolidated into a fleet and operated for the common good 
of all concerned, you would be able to eliminate many of those vehicles 
by getting better utilization. The present mileages of all automobiles 
operated by the civil agencies was 11,312 miles last vear. Industry 
shoots at 20,000 miles. If we could pool the vehicles in the area of 
high density, we could come much closer to the 20,000-mile figure 
than we are now. 

The second advantage to the operation of consolidated motor pools 
would be the reduction in the personnel required for maintaining 
duplicate motor-vehicle maintenance and dispatch systems by the 
several agencies. 

The third one would be to increase the possibility of using com- 
mercial facilities, either to supplement or to augment the Government 
equipment. By that I mean increase the use of taxicabs, commercial 
bus operations and perhaps even commercial motor transport fleets. 

As I pointed out to you the last time I was here, before the General 
Services Administration put their vehicles in Washington under one 
control, we had nearly 20 chauffeurs operating 20 vehicles out of our 
central office. By pooling these vehicles, we were able to eliminate 
the 20 chauffeurs the cost to the Government of these vehicles and 
of around $70,000 a year. I figured, in the last few days, that the 
cost for transporting the same personnel by using taxicabs as a supple- 
ment to our present pool operations, is in the neighborhood of $10,000 
a year. 

Mr. Riruitman. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question there? 

The Cuairman. Yes. 

Mr. Rizxuitman. Does that mean a saving of $60,000 in that one 
department? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rreniman. This disposed of the 20 vehicles and also disposed 
of the services of the chauffeurs, is that right? 

Mr. Hanson. We disposed of the services of the chauffeurs and 
reduced the small passenger car fleet we had in Washington from 40 
to 9 passenger Cars. 
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We augmented that, on the other hand, by the use of 6 or 7 radio- 
controlled suburban carryalls. Our rates are set up very definitely 
on the basis to discourage the use of radio vehicles in taxteab zones 1 
and 2 Seyond that, it becomes a matter where we can operate 
Government vehicles cheaper, and our rate structure is such as to 
warrant the use of our vehicles 

Mr. Rrenxuman. Your study proves that it is far more economical 
to use the taxicabs in zones 1 and 2 than it would be to operate the 
pool car? 

Mr. Hanson. In the city of Washington; yes, sir. (See exhibit 17, 
p. 166.) 

Mr. RreuitmMan. Have you had any experience in any other cities? 

Mr. Hanson. No; because we have not been able to operate simi- 
larly in other cities. But we have learned that in some cities there 
would definitely be a saving and in other cities there would not be. 
The taxicab rates vary very definitely in different cities, as you know, 
sir. 

Mr. Rrexuman. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hanson. The fourth advantage of establishing interagency 
motor pools is establishing a control and a responsibility over the 
motor pools and the motor vehicles by trained technicians, men who 
are skilled in the science of managing and operating motor transport. 

This is a question which has been given a great deal of consideration 
by industry and by the automotive technical societies during the past 
2 or 3 vears. 

In fact, prior to World War II, very little thought was given to the 
type of man you put in charge of the motor pool. You just picked 
Joe Doakes and said “You run the motor pool.’’ Now, this motor 
transport has become one of the major businesses in this country and 
the industry people all recognize that they need trained people for 
that operation. They are subsidizing schools and trying to develop 
means of obtaining men who are trained. By consolidating the opera- 
tion of the vehicles into pools and grouping the control of them, we 
hope that we, too, can take advantage of the use of the trained 
personnel. 

Through the establishing of motor pools we can adopt commercial 
practices which have proven advantageous in the operation of the 
vehicles. It would also allow for the establishment of uniform ground 
rules for the operation of vehicles throughout the country and for the 
elimination of many rules that agency A has and which agency B has 
different, which give us different ground rules throughout the country. 

Lastly, it would reduce the complaints that arise daily that vehicles 
are used illegally or unjustifiedly by parties going to and from their 
homes or for other purposes. This, I think, is a major advantage to 
be obtained from consolidating the vehicles under central controls. 

We established last year, in Denver, a pilot operation which includes 
350 vehicles. Those vehicles were taken over from the agencies who 
had previously operated them and were placed in a consolidated motor 
pool. As a result of that consolidation, we were able to eliminate 
several small maintenance operations. We were able to reduce within 
the agencies the necessity of personnel to keep records on the vehicles 
they had, and to manage those vehicles, 

The biggest saving that we were able to accomplish resulted from 
the fact that the Denver Federal Central is approximately 10 miles 
from Denver and each agency in turn, as they needed something from 
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downtown or someone had to go downtown, jumped in a car and ran 
downtown. Actual count a vear ago indicated there were an average 
of 250 entering and outgoing vehicles each day or 125 round trips, 
which cost, as nearly as could be estimated, somewhere around $10. 
We reduced that cost estimate to $7 in computing savings. 

A recent check showed that those round trips were now down to 
about 50 aday. That has resulted from the fact that we have estab- 
lished a small bus operation between the Denver Federal Central and 
downtown and put in a parcel delivery service that picks up purchases 
in Denver and brings them out and delivers packages from one agency 
to another. They handle as many as 3,000 parcels a week that were 
previously handled by the individual agencies. That service alone 
has resulted in a tremendous saving out there. 

In developing the ground rules for the operation of the Denver 
Federal Central, we sat down and worked with the agencies who had 
the vehicles, who were running them and we have tried to develop 
ground rules so as to meet the service requirements at each agency. 
That will be necessary whenever pools are finally established through- 
out the country. You can establish overall ground rules, but each 
pool in itself will have to have the authority to make deviations to 
meet local requirements. 

In Denver we have definitely been able to reduce the number of 
vehicles. The reductions in the vehicle population at the Denver 
Federal Central has been 123 from a former inventory of 655 last sum- 
mer. We do not claim that all that reduction necessarily resulted 
from the pooling, the advantage of the pool. Some of then may have, 
in the natural course of events, been transferred out of field work, but 
we feel that a very substantial number of then resulted from the 
elimination of the need of vehicles by consolidating the use. 

If there are any further questions to answer, | would be glad to 
do my best. 

The CHatrMAN. When you say a tremendous saving, what do you 
mean in dollars? 

Mr. Hanson. Referring to the Denver pool? We believe that the 
establishment of the consolidated messenger service resulted in a 
number of people who, being eliminated, this with the reduction in 
the. number of vehicles out there, and the elimination of duplicate 
maintenance services, has effected a saving of $140,000 a year already. 

The CHarrMan. Can you give us approximately the number of 
vehicles and the types of vehicles that the Government has in these 
various agencies? 

Mr. Hanson. In Denver? 

The CHatrMan. No, throughout the country. 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. The Government has in the civil agen- 
cles 

The CuarrMan. I wonder if I might interrupt you. Would you 
prefer to submit a statement showing the number of the various types 
of vehicles, approximately where located, so that we can insert it im 
the record? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir; that would be much more convenient 

(See exhibit 14, p. 156.) 

Mr. Rrewitman. Mr. Chairman, might | ask another question? 

The CuarrMan. Yes. 
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Mr. Rieuuman. Would you add to that the number of main- 
tenance depots and stations or whatever they are? Is there a main- 
tenance station set up with each group of cars for each agency? 

Mr. Hanson. I am SOITy, Sir; it would be almost impossible to give 
you that information. I have tried for 3 years to get it. The 
Government system of maintenance is not such that we have ever 
been able to determine it. 

Mr. RieutmMan It is a very important part of this program 

Mr. Hanson. It is, but the reason for that difficulty is that in 
one area, agency B, or all of the agencies may rely entirely on com- 
mercial facilities for the maintenance of their vehicles. In another 
area, they may in part rely on commercial facilities and in part on 


small or large shops. There are many Government shops that have 
only 1 or 2 mechanics in them. ‘There are also a considerable group 


that have a large number of mechanics in them. 

Mr. RresuMan. Has there been any study made as to the use of 
commercial shops? 

Mr. Hanson. The General Services Administration has the re- 
sponsibility for making such a study and we have wanted to make 
a study but we have not been able to get the funds to do it. The 
only study made has been the little bit I could do myself 

The CHarrmMan. That is the complaint we get every time we ask 
for anything. 

Mr. Hanson. It is not a complaint, sir 

Mr. Rrenuman. The only reason I bring this up is one of the very 
important factors of maintenance in the operation of trucks and a 
fleet of cars, and we should know whether or not in this new system 
some guideline should be set up as to the procedure to be followed 
in that important factor of transportation facilities for emplovees of 
the Government. You must have some information in General 
Services Administration as to what it costs to operate your trucks. 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir; and our policy is that we prefer to use the 
commercial facilities unless we can show a definite saving and a need 
for a Government shop. 

In Washington we have a maintenance shop which was taking care 
of our pool vehicles and the vehicles of many of the other agencies. 
After observing the operation of that facility very closely for a little 
over a year, we felt there was a possibility the work could be done 
more advantageously on a commercial basis, and during the past 8 
months we have been negotiating contracts for taking care of the 
work on a commercial basis. We have reduced our personnel from 
something over 100 to 25 today and are now considering further 
reduction. 

It would be our policy to require that each installation have a very 
close study made of the maintenance costs and that, wherever possible 
and wherever economical, that the maintenance be handled on a 
commercial basis rather than through the development or retention 
of Government maintenance installations. 

Mr. Rreniman. It would be pretty costly to set up in small areas a 
Government-operated installation because of the cost of the equip- 
ment and the supplies needed on hand to maintain the fleet of cars, 
unless it is a pretty large oper: ation. 

Mr. Hanson. That is right 


Mr. RieuuMan. That is all, Mr. 


Chairman. 
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The CuarrmMan. Mr. Hillelson? 

Mr. HitLetson. There is one thing | would like to know. Where 
would these motor pools be established throughout the country? 

Mr. Hanson. Asa result of what studies we have been able to make, 
we feel it would be advantageous to establish motor pools in a number 
of areas of high Federal density through the country 

Mr. Hitterson. But not in Army camps alone or anything of that 
nature? 

Mr. Hanson. We feel perhaps ultimately there might be as many 
as 100 advantageous locations. First, studies would be made in 
such places as Washington, New York City, Philadelphia 

Mr. Hiitetson. In other words, urban areas entirely? 

Mr. Hanson. That is right. In areas where you have a lot of 
Government services, many of them onlv using 1 or 2 vehicles, or 4 
or 5, and getting a very low mileage and which you could group 
together 

For instance, this past Saturday when I was in Chicago, I discussed 
with the Hertz people the operations generally. They felt, after we 
discussed the proposition for quite a while, that if we had a motor 
pool in Chicago that they might be able to furnish us the equipment 
necessary for all of the major portion of the operation on a much more 
economical basis than we have been able to do it, because of the 
facilities thev have there. 

Mr. Hinurznson. That is all. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrrMan. Mr Lipscomb do you have any questions? 

Mr. Lirpscomr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. On the savings that were 
obtained in the pilot study in Denver, is that a gross saving or a net 
saving? 

Mr. Hanson. That would represent a net saving. 

Mr. Lipscomrs. Have vou taken into consideration the amount of 
paperwork that went into following through with the ground rules? 

Mr. H ANSON Yes, sir. Kor example, the average cost of operating 
a Government vehicle, and I will start out with an automobile, is 
about $700 per vear to the Government, the trucks, of course, cost 
more. When we make our study, we figure the average cost for the 
average car—automobile, station wagon, utility vehicle, light and 
medium trucks—at about $800 per vear. When we eliminate a car 
from an installation as a result of the pooling, we do not figure $800 
saving. We figure the saving at $500 rather than $800 because we 
figure some of the costs will carry over in the increased paperwork 
and use of the remaining vehicles. 

Mr. Lipscoms. The saving vou are talking about is not the result 
of any cost study but an estimated study vou have set up arbitrarily? 

Mr. Hanson. The savings are based on the best factual data we 
have been able to establish. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Is there a proposed plan in existence now if we pass 
this legislation that could be presented to this committee of how 
you are going to set up, and where you are going to set up these motor 
pools? 

Mr. Hanson. We could not tell you where we will set them up 
because the authority requested here is first for making studies in the 
metropolitan area to determine whether or not it would be advanta- 
geous. We think we know approximately where, but that will depend 
on definite studies being made, the cost data assembled, and a saving 
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analysis made before we would go into setting up such a pool. This 
bill provides for that requirement. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I think the committee should be interested in the 
savings talked about in the Denver pilot operation and I wonder 
whether that has been submitted to the committee already, and how 
it was arrived at. 

Mr. Hanson. I testified that the savings have been computed on the 
number of vehicles reduced; the number of personnel estimated re- 
duced as a result of the elimination of duplicating services; and the 
definite reduction in the number of trips to downtown Denver and 
the installation of the messenger service and the bus service out there. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Has any serious thought been given to the number 
of different ground rules necessary for the various areas in which you 
have to establish motor pools? 

Mr. Hanson. I do not think that presents any particularly great 
problem. Basically, most of the motor-pool systems operate along 
the same ground rules. 

The Department of Defense has several very good examples of 
what motor pools can do. In some places the civilian agencies have 
at different times assisted or serviced the military installations’ with 
very little changes in their ground rules. I do not think there would 
be any particular problem in that, sir. 

Mr. Lipscoms. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Meader, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Meaper. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Did I understand that the 
figure of 650 was the motor vehicles at Denver? 

Mr. Hanson. A year ago there were 655 motor vehicles head- 
quartered at the Denver Federal Center. 

Mr. Meaper. That does not include Lowry Field or the Navy 
air station? 

Mr. Hanson. Nor the ones downtown. 

Mr. Meraper. Do you have any idea how many vehicles would 
be involved in the agencies you have made a survey of? 

Mr. Hanson. We do not have an exact idea. I can tell you how 
many vehicles other than military are in the State of Colorado. 
Other than military, there was reported 3,300 vehicles in the State 
of Colorado the ist of July. The military does not report the number 
they have in any location because of security re asons. 

Mr. Meaper. When you say “military vehicles,” you mean vehicles 
owned by the military system and not ‘necessarily a combat vehicle? 

Mr. Hanson. No. When I speak of military vehicles, I am refer- 
ring to administrative vehicles and I am not concerned with comba‘ 
vehicles at all. 

Mr. Meraprer. From your knowledge of the Denver situation, 
would it be feasible to incorporate the military installations into this 
pool in Denver, that is, the Lowry Air Force Base and the Naval 
air station? 

Mr. Hanson. It would be questionable whether Lowry or the 
naval air station could be incorporated and develop savings enough 
to justify the difficulties that might be encountered. However, there 
is in the Denver Federal Center a few military owned motor vehicles 
which definitely could be incorporated; such as the Corps of Engineers, 
who have eight in the Denver Federal Center. There are also those 
downtown in Denver which could be incorporated. There are a few 
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vehicles belonging to the fiscal officer and the Naval Reserve. These 
could very easily be put into the pool at a saving to the Government. 

Mr. Mraper. Do you have any idea of the additional number of 
vehicles that would make? 

Mr. Hanson. You mean jusi the military? 

Mr. Merapver. The ones you have mentioned outside of strictly 
military vehicles 

Mr. Hanson. No, I do not know exactly. We have not made a 
detailed study on that because out there we have been spending our 
efforts in getting the pilot operation itself into the best condition we 
can to handle the work. 

That is a seasonal operation out there and it starts right now. We 
have bent our efforts to getting this one going before considering 
expanding it. 

Mr. Mraprr. How many chauffeur-drivers would there be for 
these 655 vehicles? 

Mr. Hanson. There were no chauffeurs known as such that we knew 
of. There were some drivers involved in handling messenger service 
and truck service. The bulk of the vehicles in that area, and I might 
say nationwide, are driven not by paid drivers but by other employees 
as incidental to their regular operations. 

Mr. Meapber. So your calculation of a saving of $140,000 a year 
with respect to these 655 vehicles does not include any saving in 
salary? 

Mr. Hanson. It included a small amount of saving of salary of 
people previously maintaining vehicles. For instance, agency A 
might have had a small shop where they were maintaining 20 or 30 
vehicles, and agency B the same. We consolidated those agencies 
under one organization and we were able to reduce that personnel to 
some extent. 

Mr. Meraper. In your judgment, is this the maximum saving that 

‘an be made or can there be still more water squeezed out of this cost 
of operation? 

Mr. Hanson. We are reasonably sure that after the seasonal opera- 
tion reaches its height in Denver that we will be able to release still 
more vehicles. 

Mr. Meaprer. What additional savings do you estimate that that 
will amount to? 

Mr. Hanson. It will have to be purely an estimate, but I feel that 
it would be in excess of $50,000. 

Mr. Mraper. In other words, in one situation, as the result of this 
consolidation, the annual savings would approximate or approach 
$200,000? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir; and that does not include all the Denver 
operation. There are still a number of vehicles downtown in Denver, 
the exact number that I do not know, although I presume there are 
about 200 which might be susceptible to pooling. 

Mr. Meaper. That would mean some additional savings? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mrapver. At least proportionate to the savings made with 
respect to those on which your studies were made? 

Mr. Hanson. I believe so. 

Mr. Meaper. Would it be fair to say that if there were 200 addi- 
tional vehicles that could be consolidated, that you could save another 
$50,000 a year? 
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Mr. Hanson. Our experience definitely indicates that we should 
be able to, sir. 

Mr. Meraper. So a complete job as vou visualize it would save 
annual costs of about $250,000 a vear? 

Mr. Hanson. At Denver? 

Mr. Meraper. At Denver alone 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mraper. What would be your estimate of the savings that 
would result from a nationwide application of this economy program? 

Mr. Hanson. If our estimate is correct that there are 100 locations 
throughout the country where it would be economical and efficient 
to set up such motor pools, we believe that the establishment of the 
pooling operation would eventually result in a saving of as much as 
$5 million. 

Mr. Mraper. You are speaking only of nonmilitary vehicles in 
making that estimate; is that correct? 

Mr. Hanson. No; I am also including military administrative-tvpe 
vehicles that might be in those locations. 

Mr. Mraper. You are not making that estimate on the basis of a 
complete consolidation of military and civilian vehicles? 

Mr. Hanson. No; 1 am making that estimate on the proposition 
that, such studies as we have been able to make for such cities as New 
York, Philadelphia, Chicago, indicates that there might be 100 locations 
throughout the country where the Government could advantageously 
pool the bulk of the vehicles used for administrative and housekeeping 
work If there are 100 of these locations, which we believe there would 
be, the ultimate saving would run as high as $5 million a vear. 

Mr. Meaper. Did you make any estimate of the savings that would 
result if the military were pooled with the civilian vehicles? 

Mr. Hanson. That figure I just gave you included those military 
vehicles which we believe are operated in such cities and which would 
be advantageously pooled. If you were going to leave the military 
vehicles out, the amount of saving would be proportionately reduced 
by the number of vehicles that would be left out. 

Mr. Meaper. But in the estimate vou made, you do not include 
motor vehicle pools at military installations such as Air Force bases, 
and so on? 

Mr. Hanson. No; we included only the vehicles operated in the 
metropolitan areas of high density. For example, Fort Lewis would 
not be included in it 

Mr. Meaper. Is it vour view that it is not feasible to incorporate 
commercial-tvype vehicles at these military installations with the 
civilian motor pool owned by the Government at those locations? 

Mr. Hanson. Those locations, if ] have in mind the same type vou 
have 

Mr. Mraper. Let us take Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Hanson. Very definitely the vehicles which are operated for 
administrative purposes in Washington, D. C., can be pooled. As 
Mr. Mansure pointed out, it is possible that there is sufficient work- 
load here that the military vehicles could be pooled in 1 group, the 
civilian vehicles in another group, and that the 2 pools could cross- 
service, and affect the same savings as if you put them in 1 group. 

Like anything else, vou could get topheavy. 
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The military in San Francisco operate a very efficient motor pool 
and have for the past 2 or 3 years. But there is a definite need for 
further Government service in that area. Because of the peculiarity 
of some of the military activities, and because of the volume of work 
there, it might be advantageous to operate two motor pools with 
cross-servicing between them. 

Or in other areas, Chicago, as an example, one motor pool might 
very well cover the whole activity. Perhaps the military might be 
the logical operator or the civil, whoever’s predominant. 

Mr. Mraper. Isn’t it pretty general practice to furnish drivers for 
the vehicles used by the military? 

Mr. Hanson. I think that is a question that the military would 
have to answer. I do not know what their general practice is. 

Mr. Meaper. Would that practice, if it exists in your bill, make it 
difficult to consolidate motor vehicles as between the military and 
nonmilitary agencies? 

Mr. Hanson. I do not see any particular difficulty there. If there 
is a need for drivers, they can be furnished out of one pool as well as 
another. If there is not any need for them, the vehicles can be oper- 
ated without them. 

Mr. Meraper. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mansure. I think it would be helpful if Mr. Hansen would 
explain the overall saving from the replacement, the approximately 
$40 million saving. 

Mr. Hanson. We have made a study during the past year and a 
half of Government motor-vehicle management operations and of 
commercial operations comparable with them. 

This study shows that the modernization of the management and 
control of the Government-owned motor-vehicle fleet, including 
revising the present policy of retaining vehicles until 6 vears old or 
older with a replacement program aimed at replacing vehicles before 
they had reached their third birthday or before they had exceeded 
50,000 miles of operation, whichever came first, could save as much as 
$40 million annually. This is in addition to the savings to be 
obtained through the establishment of consolidated motor pools. 

Industry has definitely established the fact, since the war, that 
fleets which are replaced at the predetermined age of highest econom- 
ical return, which allows you to replace vehicles before incurring 
major maintenance expenses, can be operated a great deal more 
economically than fleets that try to carry their vehicles on through 
year after year. 

As of June 30, 1953, the Federal agencies reported the ownership 
and operation, in the United States, its Territories and possessions, 
of a fleet of 260,794 commercial-type vehicles, excluding tactical 
troop-training units. The operation, maintenance, and depreciation 
costs for this fleet are approximately $186 million per year. 

Approximately 7,000 of these vehicles are now 9 years old or older 
By June 30, 1954, at the present replacement rate, 30 percent of the 
fleet will be 6 vears old or older 

GSA has prepared a factual report on the management of motor 
vehicles, titled ‘‘A Proposal for Improving Federal Motor Vehicle 
Management.” This report, copies of which have been furnished 
this committee, contains a plan aimed at applying to Federal fleet 
management the methods and policies that large commercial fleets 
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have demonstrated to be practicable and necessary for obtaining 
fleet efficiency and economy. 

If adopted, it is believed that this plan will result in approximately 
$40 million annual savings, from the following sources: (1) Reduc- 
tion in the annual depreciation losses to capital inves‘ment; (2) reduc- 
tion in annual expenditure for major repairs; (3) greater utilization 
and reduction in the overall number of Government-owned motor 
veh icles. 

The proposal outlines a practicable plan for accomplishing these 
savings which can be put into operation by requiring the following 
as standard for Federal fleet management: (1) Establishment of 
maximum mandatory motor-vehicle replacement standards in line 
with commercial fleet practices—3 years or 50,000 miles, whichever 
comes first, rather than existing minimum standards of 6 years or 
60,000 miles; (2) establishment of annual departmental or bureau 
fleet limits; (3) authorize and direct fleet replacements in accordance 
with established mandatory maximum motor vehicle replacement 
standards and within annual approved fleet limits. 

The adoption of such a motor-vehicle-management plan by the 
Government would produce measurable savings as follows: 


Average cost, per ve hicle, per year 


Unde Under Savings 
present proposed “a , © : 

policies plan per vehicle 
Depreciation $225 $150 $75 
Maintenane 200 80 120 
Operation 270 260 10 
Total 695 190 205 


It is estimated that 25 percent of the reported fleet—of 260,794 
is not susceptible to these savings. The measurable annual savings 
to be obtained, therefore, would be: 195.000 vehicles times $205, or 
approximately $40 million. 

The further details of the plan for obtaining these savings, along 
with comparisons of the cost between Government fleet operations 
and commercial fleets, and a review of the present Government fleet 
management policies, are contained in the GSA report that I 
mentioned, 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Brown? 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I am very much interested in this 
legislation because this bill, the Jonas bill, is very similar to a bill I 
introduced in the last Congress. 

I have listened, Mr. Hansen, to your testimony in reply to the ques- 
tions heen Mr. Meader from Michigan and, if I understood you 
correctly, you said the savings under this biil in Denver alone would 
be about $250,000, which gave me the impression that you believed 
the savings would be $5 million over the United States entirely; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Hanson. That is the conservative estimate 

Mr. Brown. I think it is a very conservative estimate if you can 
save $250.000 a year in Denver. With the number of Government 
vehicles we have ail over the United States, especially the ones we have 
in Washington, D. C., it seems to me the saving would be much more 
than $5 million. 
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I gave some study and attention to the problem a couple of years 
ago and my figures were much higher. 

For instance, you would have control, perhaps an indirect control, 
but you would have control of the use of automobiles in off-hours. 

Mr. Hanson. Those in the pool very definitely would be controlled. 

Mr. Brown. Yes; like out on Massachusetts Avenue, where I live. 
I work a little late sometimes and I almost get run over on my way 
home by Government automobiles with civilians in them, people who 
are not permitted to use such cars on their way to social engagements. 
Every person in Washington knows that condition exists. 

I remember a few years ago being told on the floor of the House of 
one Federal official having a chauffeur take his French poodle out for 
regular airings in a Government car at the taxpayers’ expense. Such 
violations of law, such total disregard of the taxpavers’ dollar, has been 
going on a long while around Washington and everywhere else. 

You can go around any military installation and see it. You can 
go around any city of any size, and we have more Government officials 
here than any place else, and you can see the same situation. 

You mentioned a moment ago about chauffeurs. It doesn’t make 
any difference whether you call him a chauffeur or an individual 
Government worker, if he is driving that car, he is a chauffeur. 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. If he is not driving that car, he can be taken off the 
payroll, is that not correct? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrMan. You said he. That includes the she too, doesn’t 
it? 

Mr. Brown. I noticed in some branches of our defense installation 
we have a great many more she chauffeurs than there are he chauffeurs, 
but that may or may not be a good idea, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to get to the question of the trucks. Agency after agency 
in the Government had trucks used perhaps only once or twice a 
week and vet have a chauffeur, a man waiting to drive it when neces- 
sary. What about the savings in trucks? If some department needs 
a truck for an hour to haul a desk from one office to another, couldn’t 
that be handled better out of a pool? 

Mr. Hanson. Our concept is that that would include trucks also. 
For instance, we had a problem of our own in which we found a vehicle 
used 1 day a week. 

Mr. Brown. Hasn’t that condition existed in a good many depart- 
ments of the Government? 

Mr. Hanson. We believe it exists to a large extent. 

Mr. Brown. Wouldn’t there be a great opporti unity for savings m 
connection with the pooling of truc ks alone? If we did not do any- 
thing else, that would be a great deal of benefit. These trucks cost 
a creat deal of money. 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir; there would be a savings. Any time you 
reduce the number of trucks or vehicles, you reduce the costs 

Mr. Brown. You would save both the cost of the truck and its 
operation as well as the truckdriver’s salary, or whoever was supposed 
to be driving the truck part of the time, wouldn’t you? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. Is Denver a pretty good criterion of what exists over 
the country in the cities of that size or larger? You made a specific 
study there, as I understand it? 
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Mr. Hanson. I think the answer to your question is ‘‘Yes.”’ Each 
city varies in its requirements, its geographical problems, and so forth. 
Studies that we made in Denver would indicate that the same general 
overall savings would be obtainable in any city, and while the amount 
of savings from any one aspect might vary, you should get the same 
average amount. 

Our $5 million was based on factors we were sure we could prove. 

(See exhibit 15, p. 164. 

Mr. Brown. Through the workings of this bill and the pooling of 
the Government-owned vehicles, wouldn’t there be great savings on 
repairs and maintenance of the vehicles themselves, through the 
centralization? 

Mr. Hanson. Very definitely there could be. However, we believe 
the biggest saving would result from the possibility from the overal. 
maintenance. 

Mr. Brown. The consolidation of the repair and maintenance and 
the changing of the oil and maybe putting new tires on them, by the 
consolidation of that service couldn’t there be considerable money 
saved? 

Mr. Hanson. That is right, because it would also put the manage- 
ment of the vehicles under skilled technicians 

Mr. Brown. In other words, you might have one central main- 
tenance place in a city, or like Washington, have one on one side of 
town and another on the hie ‘r side of town, where those cars could be 
maintained just like a truck fleet is maintained by a private operator, 
or a bus fleet? 

Mr. Hanson. Or you might develop commercial contracts. 

Mr. Brown. Yes. Now, I would like to go for one moment to the 
matter of the military. 

Of course, there are as good reasons why you have to have passenger 
ears and ordinary trucks in the military departments. But couldn’t 
there be some sort of an arrangement worked out so that something 
of the same sort of an arrangement, the same sort of a plan, would 
apply to the entire Defense Department? 

We consolidated or integrated all the defense departments, or what- 
ever that word was, and now we have got 4 separate ones instead of 3. 

The CuatrMan. Unification is the word you are trying to think of. 

Mr. Brown. That is right, we unified everything. Now I am 
wondering if we could not unify, either under other legislation or by 
later amendments to this act, the use of the motor vehicles in the 
Defense Department. I think everybody knows, including most 
members of the armed services, that there is a great abuse of the use 
of military vehicles, that is, passenger cars and trucks. 

[ recall, Mr. Chairman, and you may recall it too, that one day early 
in December or late in November of 1942, when we were all called 
over to the Congressional Library. 

We were called over to the Congressional Library and given a very 
hush-hush talk about the war situation where, if we had believed 
everything we heard, we would have made the best deal we could with 
Hitler and Hirohito. We were to go home and tell our people they 
must not use gasoline. It was a nice, bright morning, about 45 
degrees in temperature. Following the meeting all the brass in 
the Army and the Navy, each got in his own private limousine. 
Most of them had 2 attendants and, if I remember, there were 11 cars 
lined up. Seven of them had their motors running so that none of 
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the boys would get their tootsies cold while they were waiting. lost 
of them had a driver and a footman to tuck the robe around the legs 
of the general or the admiral. 

l am wondering if something could not be done about that so that 
at least 2 generals could come up to Capitol Hill in 1 ear. 

The CuHarrMan. I do recall something like that. I hope we will not 
get into any contest with the Army like the one the other body has. 

Mr. Brown. Oh, no. I wonder if we could not arrange for the 
State Department officials to ride up to Capitol Hill together, because 
1 think most of us who have been home lately feel the people are 
looking for an opportunity to save money. This bill will do it, and 
I am very strongly for it. 

I want to go back to your estimate. I think your estimate of $5 
million savings is entirely too low because, on the basis of Denver, 
you can cut the number of cars down by about one-fourth. 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. About 25 percent. How many Government-owned 
vehicles are there in the United States? 

Mr. Hanson. Two hundred and sixty thousand commercial type, 
but they are not by any means all susceptible to pooling. 

Mr. Brown. I understand that. I have a lot of agricultural agents 
running around my county out home. We have more Agriculture 
Department representatives than we have farmers, almost. 

I know you cannot cut all of them down. I was wondering out of 
that 260,000 whether we might cut 10 or 15 percent. What would 
be your estimate? 

Mr. Hanson. Our estimate was that by setting up 100 pools, we 
felt we could eliminate 10,000 vehicles. 

Mr. Brown. At least 10,000 vehicles? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. How many pools? 

Mr. Hanson. Approximately 100. 

Mr. Brown. You have just 1 pool in Denver and you saved 125 
cars there. 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir, but Denver is a considerably larger operation 
than a lot of these 100 would be. 

Mr. Brown. Washington will make up for a lot of the smaller 
operations. 

Mr. Hanson. There would be 15 or 20 that would be in the category 
of Denver and the others would be smaller. 

Mr. Brown. And, of course, Washington and New York and a 
few spots like that would be much larger, wouldn’t they? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. San Francisco would be larger. 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. Los Angeles would be larger. 

Mr. Hanson. No, sir. 

Mr. Brown. What ones larger than Denver are there? 

Mr. Hanson. There are quite a few, and Chicago would be another 
one. 

Mr. Brown. If you would save $1,000 as the result of the elimina- 
tion of each vehicle alone, that is a considerable saving, especially 
when you figure in the cost of maintenance. That would be $10 mil- 
lion, wouldn’t it, if my arithmetic is correct? 
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Mr. Hanson. We base our savings as follows: The average car 
costs the Government in replacement, maintenance, and operating 
costs, about $800 a year. That is, light trucks and automobiles. When 
we pool them and increase the use of the other vehicles, you carry 
some of that cost over to other vehicles. After careful review of the 
available costs reports we determine that $500 per vehicle per year 
is a good sound provable figure. 

Mr. Brown. You will have a closer control of those other vehicles. 

Mr. Hanson. That will be an added saving which we did not try 
to bring into it. Ten thousand vehicles at $500 each was $5 million. 

Mr. Brown. I felt very strongly that this legislation would save a 
great deal more than you have sugzested, and I think you have been 
very, very conservative in your estimate. I think you can save 
$5 million in Washington alone by the proper pooling of trucks and 
civilian cars, and I believe that the passage of this bill will result in 
a saving of at least $5 million a year in Washington, and perhaps 
help solve the traffic problem as well. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatrrmMan. Mrs. Church, do you have any questions? 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to ask Mr. Mansure a question. I note that you said 
“Perhaps to allay the fears of those who profess to believe that General 
Services Administration will be overly ambitious in seeking to take 
over vehicles of other agencies, the bill should provide that the 
President will prescribe the standards for establishing pools and that 
all proposed actions applying such standards will be appealable to 
him.’ 

At first glance it would seem to me that this proposal would put 
details in the hands of the President of which he should be relieved. 
Why did you think that that should be under the Presidential 
authority? 

Mr. Mansure. We meant that more or less literally because it 
would go through the Bureau of the Budget or one of the executive 
departments representing the President. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Would you have any objection to putting the 
authority directly in the hands of the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Mansure. No. I wanted to ask Mr. Elliott about the legal 
phase of it, but he says “‘No.”’ 

Mrs. ee If authority is delegated without specification in 
the bill, it might come to a point where you, yourself, might think 
that the sec ision might not be wholly tenable in every case. 

Mr. Mansure. I think your point is well taken. The main thing 
we wanted to bring out was that we wanted to be sure that we were 
not trying to dominate the situation, to let some executive department 
of the Government be the place to which appeals could be taken in 
the actual operation of it. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. I would personally, individually, be willing to let that 
authority left to the General Services Administration, but 1f you want 
to pass it on to the Bureau of the Budget, that is where I would like 
to see it placed. 

Mr. Mansure. We appreciate your attitude very much but we 

thought it would probably be a little more workable that way. 

Mrs. Cuurcn. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Mrs. Hardin, do you have any questions? 


eens 





TY AEE: mematnn o> 





SUERTE perme 


FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 41 


Mrs. Harpen. | have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMAn. Mr. McDonough? 

Mr. McDonouau. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Lirscoms. On page 4 of the bill it says that the Administrator 
shall set forth in writing an analytical justification for the establish- 
ment, maintenance, and operation of each such motor vehicle pool 
and system. 

Who does that justification go to, and why is it prepared? 

That appears under subparagraph (d) on page 4 of the bill. 

Mr. Mansure. Perhaps Mr. Elliott might answer that. 

Mr. Exurorr. 1 would say it would go to three places, probably. 
One place where it would go would be to the Bureau of the Budget. 

Another place would be the General Accounting Office, but the most 
important thing, I think from our standpoint, would be if we are 
sitting down with another agency and the other agency or some of the 
folks in it are a little reluctant to go into a pooling operation, we have 
got a pretty carefully prepared paper which will say, here are the sav- 
ings which will result. We are not guessing. 

Mr. Lipscoms. That somewhat answers Mrs. Church’s question, 
but shouldn’t it be spelled out in the legislation where these justifica- 
tions will go so that they will not be laying around some place? 

Mr. Exuiorr. | think that will be helpful. 

Mr. Lirscoms. | think it is very worthwhile to see that the justi- 
fication goes to the department or agency affected by the legislation. 

Mr. Exuiorr. All right. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Or the motor pool and the Bureau of the Budget 
would be a good place. 

Mr. Exuiorr. And the General Accounting Office. 

Mr. Lirscoms. But unless it is spelled out in the legislation, it 
will be up to you to determine where it will go. 

Mr. Exuiorr. That is right, and the copies should be furnished to 
those three places. 

Mr. Lipscoms. I think it would be a good amendment to the bill. 

The Cuarrman. | think we will save some time if we follow the 
usual rule on the first time around of, say, 10 minutes per member. 
That will give our minority members an opportunity to participate 
in the proceedings. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The Cuairnman. Mr. Kelly, did you file a statement? 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND J. KELLY, CHAIRMAN, RAILROAD 
RETIREMENT BOARD 


Mr. Keuuy. Yes, I have the statement which has already been 
filed. It is very brief. 

The CuairmMan. Are there copies? 

Mr. Keuuiy. Copies have been furnished. 

The Cuarrman. It will be incorporated in the record. Do you 
wish to read it or make a further comment? 

Mr. Keuty. I think reading it might save time. It will only take 
me 3 or 4 minutes to read it, and if I start to explain it, it will take 
much longer. 
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The CuarrMan. All right. Then it will be in the record just once. 

Mr. Ketiy. My name is Raymond J. Kelly. I have been Chairman 
of the Railroad Retirement Board since September 1, 1953, and am 
appearing before your committee to present the views of the Railroad 
Retirement Board with respect to H. R. 8753, which proposes several 
amendments to the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended. 

The original amendments proposed for the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 were contained in H. R. 4457, 
which was amended by its author, Representative Jonas, as H. R. 
8753, the bill now under consideration by your committee. The 
position of the Railroad Retirement Board on the original bill was 
reported to your committee on July 21, 1953, prior to my appoint- 
ment, but I am in full agreement with the position of the Board on 
the original bill. The present Railroad Retirement Board takes 
essentially the same position on the new bill, H. R. 8753, as indicated 
in our report to your committee dated April 21, 1954. 

The Railroad Retirement Board has three major objections to the 
proposed amendments in H. R. 8753, namely: 

(1) That its property purchased from its trust accounts should 
not be taken away from its control; 

(2) That a motor-vehicle pool operation at Chicago would not be 
advantageous to the Railroad Retirement Board; and 

(3) That restriction on the Railroad Retirement Board’s authority 
to move its furniture and equipment from one location to another 
would be a handicap. 

The reasons for the Board’s position are set forth in detail as follows: 

All of the Board’s furnishings and equipment, representing an invest- 
ment of slightly over $1 million, have been purchased out of funds from 
trust accounts which were established by the Railroad Retirement Act 
and the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act. In the case of the 
Railroad Retirement Act, the trust fund is maintained from taxes 
collected from railroad employees and employers in equal proportions. 

Under the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act the fund is main- 
tained from taxes from employers alone. In the enactment of the 
legislation establishing these trust funds, Congress recognized the need 
for a careful trusteeship in that it required that the administration of 
the Railroad Retirement and Railroad Unemployment Insurance Acts 
be vested in a three-man Board, one member representing railroad 
employees, a second representing railroad management, and a third, 
the Chairman, representing the public. 

Under the trusteeship established by Clngress, the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board has exercised the greatest degree of conservation in spend- 
ing money for furnishings and equipment and the Board feels that its 
property should not be removed from its custody and control, nor 
should it be intermingled with other Government property, where it 
would lose its identification as an asset of the trust account fund. 

In regard to motor-vehicle pools, the Board has only 3 automo- 
biles: One passenger car and one station wagon located at Chicago, 
and one jeep at Gallup, N. Mex. 

It might be interesting to explain that the jeep is used for visiting 
some 80 claims agencies a ated in the Navajo Indian Reservation 
which are inaccessible to public transportation, and presumably no 








FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 43 


attempt would be made, if the bill passes, to include it in any pool 
operation. 

Of the two cars located at Chicago, the station wagon is used pri- 
marily for the pickup and delivery of mail and supplies in the Chicago 
metropolitan area. Both cars are currently in full-time service, and 
it does not appear that any advantage would accrue to the Board if 
they were taken over in any pool operation projected for Chicago. 

The restriction contained in the proposed subsection 210 (g) of 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, set 
forth in section 2 of H. R. 8753 (in which it is referred to as sec. 10 
(g)), would be particularly burdensome to the Railroad Retirement 
Board as the extreme variations in its workloads under the Railroad 
Retirement Act and Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act because 
of strikes, epidemics, the opening or closing of large railroad facilities, 
and other reasons, from time to time require prompt emergency shift- 
ing of property from one location to another. ‘The necessity of clear- 
ance with General Services Administration under such circumstances 
would cause delay and be a handicap to our operations. 

The new bill, H. R. 8753, does provide that if motor vehicles are 
taken over from trust account property, the trust account will be 
reimbursed by the fair market value of the equipment.with suitable 
adjustment if the pool is later discontinued. However, in the case 
of furniture, furnishings, and equipment not moved from one location 
to another, it only provides that their value be written off from the 
assets of the revolving or working capital fund with no mentian of 
a trust account or of reimbursement to such account. 

In addition to its special objection to the amendments outlined in 
the foregoing, the Board questions the practicability of establishing 
a centralized control on the moving of furniture and equipment and 
on the use of motor vehicles, agreeing fully with the Comptroller 
General in his report to your committee on H. R. 4457 that, 

* * * it is regarded as virtually a certainty that centralized control of furniture, 
furnishings, and equipment of Federal agencies would be impracticable, time- 
consuming and wasteful. The same reasons are generally pertinent, also, to the 
proposed provisions for centralized control of passenger-carrying vehicles. 

The Railroad Retirement Board, therefore, suggests that a section 
be added to H. R. 8753, reading substantially as follows: 


Sec. 4. The amendments in sections 1, 2, and 3 of this bill shall not apply to 


the Railroad Retirement Board, 


’ 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Dawson, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Dawson. I was very much interested in the reason why they 
should be exempt from this legislation. I have no questions of him 
but I would like to ask Mr. Mansure his opinion of it. 

Mr. Mansure. Do you refer to the furniture phase of it or to the 
automobile? 

Mr. Dawson. I refer first to the furniture phase, where they bought 
the furniture with their own money. Why should it come under your 
jurisdiction if they should move? 

Mr. Mansvure. I don’t know what the legality of that would be. 
Generally I would just like to state this: As far as the furniture is 
concerned, every agency would be permitted to use their furniture or 
have their furniture unless furniture equally as good were available at 
the new locations that they are going to. The only reason for that is 
furniture is moved out rather than worn out in the Government. 
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Mr. Dawson. Why should you be interested at all in furniture they 
bought themselves from their own funds and not Government funds? 

Mr. Mansure. As I say from my own knowledge, we did not know 
of this case of furniture which they owned themselves. I would like 
to ask Mr. Elliott that. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. I could add to that the provisions of the 
bill are that the furniture at the old location would be declared excess 
to us, and under the general provisions of our statute, where an agency 
declares furniture excess to us, which furniture was acquired from a 
trust fund, then we must reimburse the trust fund. This bill would 
be tied in as an amendment to the Federal Property Act, and another 
provision of the act automatically takes care of reimbursements. 

Mr. Dawson. Would they be given the choice as to whether or not 
they wanted to dispose of their furniture? They might want to do what 
they wish with their own furniture. Why should the Government take 
it from them? 

Mr. Ex.iorr. The theory of that is we are going to be saving money 
for the Government by providing in effect furnished space rather than 
unfurnished space. One of the tremendous costs to the Govern- 
ment today is that every time an agency moves—to begin with, 
when an agency moves it is not 1 move, but a checkerboard move of 6 
or more agencies. If they each move their furniture it is a tremendous 
succession of moves 

What we are trying to do is cut down on those moves so that when 
A, B, C, D, E, move, they will move into furnished space rather than 
move their furniture with them 

Mr. Dawson. They would have to pay the expenses of moving 
anvhow? 

Mr. Evirorr. The taxpayers would have to pay them. 

Mr. Ketity. Not our moves. 

Mr. Dawson. The taxpayers would not pay the cost of your moving, 
would they? 

Mr. Ketity. No. The payers into our fund who are the railroad 
emplovees and the railroads. 

Mr. Dawson. We are not talking about that, but of regular 
Government funds, which are paid by the taxpayers. I can’t see 
where it is right at all for the Government to do it. They can go from 
furniture to the automobile. 

Mr. Rreniman. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Dawson. Yes. 

Mr. RrexsumMan. I wonder if there are any other agencies affected 
like the Retirement Board? 

Mr. Jonas. May I speak to the point mentioned by Mr. Dawson? 
We did not have in mind the Railroad Retirement Board in this bill. 
He is trying to get his agency exempt from the bill, and personally 
I have no objection to that. However, | would say I think we are 
arguing about a minor point because I do not think the Railroad 
Retirement Board moves enough to be concerned about it. 

Mr. Keuiy. But we have a great many offices which might. 

Mr. Rrenuman. That is the reason why I raised the point, Mr. 
Dawson, is to find out if there are other agencies affected. This is 
certainly not a major operation. If there is an amendment put in to 
exclude the Retirement Board, what would be the opinion of the 
author of the bill and Mr. Mansure? 
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Mr. Jonas. My own opinion is it ought not to be exempt for the 
simple reason that while this property is purchased with trust funds, the 
funds will be restored if the Government takes over the property. 
I just hate to see agencies begin to be exempt from the provisions of a 
bill when I do not think they will be adversely affected by it or hurt 
to any degree. However, if the committee would like to take that 
agency, or any other, out, of course I have nothing further to say about 
that. 

Mr. Rrewuman. I understand that, but this is a very large opera- 
tion, Mr. Chairman, and there is a question apparently of the equip- 
ment bought out of their own funds, and whether or not there is some 
legal settlement connected with it. 

Mr. Keuiy. No. It is an asset of our trust fund. I do not want 
to get into an argument with other agencies about whether or not 
they are going to take our furniture and give us theirs if we move into 
another building. We feel ours is an asset of our trust fund and belongs 
in the trust fund. 

Mr. Rienuman. If you had equally as good furniture furnished, 
would that not be an asset? 

Mr. IK ELLY. | wonder who is cong to decide that. 

Mr. Ikarp. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Rrewu~Man. Yes. 

Mr. Ikarp. As an asset in your trust fund it is important that vou 
have title. 

Mr. Kenzy. That is right. 

Mr. Ikarp. That is an asset? 

Mr. Keuuy. That is right. 

Mr. Ikarp. And the fact that you may have physical possession of 
some furniture, for the purposes of including it in your fund would not 
make any difference. If you lose title you would have lost that asset 
in your trust fund. 

Mr. Keuiy. That is correct. 

Mr. Ikarpv. This furniture and these automobiles you mentioned 
in your statement, were they all purchased in your trust fund? 

Mr. Keuiy. All the purchased from the trust fund. 

Mr. Ikarp. And that comes from the employees of the railroads 
and the railroads themselves? 

Mr. Keuuy. That is correct. I might add right there that this 
automobile is nothing to quarrel about. It was purchased in 1947. It 
is an ancient Buick and we have been unable to get a new car for the 
$1,400 that is allowed in our budget. 

Mr. Ikarp. The only point I was making is, it is an asset in your 
trust fund. 

Mr. Keuiy. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. This time is all being charged to Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. It is all right with me. 

The CHatrmMan. | do not care how he uses it. You still have 4 
minutes, Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. I have no other questions. 

Mr. Connon. [have one question. Do the Association of American 
Railroads or the Brotherhoods take any position on this bill that you 
know of? 

Mr. Ketuiy. Not that I know of. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Riehlman. 
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Mr. RreniMan. I wanted to ask one question. In connection with 
the budget you are referring to, is that budget made up of funds that 
are appropriated out of general tax funds? 

Mr. Keuuy. No. But our budget has to pass through the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Mr. RtesuMan. But it is out of your own funds? 

Mr. Keuuiy. That is right. 

Mr. RiexiMAn. It is not a general tax fund? 

Mr. Keuriy. No. 

Mr. RirHLMAN. That is all. 

The CuarrMan. Mrs. ty ig 

Mrs. CHURCH, Will we be establishing a pene in exempting 
one agency? Have you any idea how many similar branches of the 
Gove _— nt would be affected as yours will? 

The CuatrmMan. Mrs. Church, lam sorry. I passed Mrs. Harden. 

Mrs. Harpen. That is perfectly all right. I have no questions. 

Mr. Ketzy. I do not know of any other with the possible exception 
of the Social Security Agency. They may have a trust fund similar 
to ours in which the contributions have been made by the taxation 
on the employees and the employers throughout the country. 

Mrs. Cuurcu. It occurs to me facetiously, Mr. Kelly, that if the 
rest of your equipment is approximating the condition of the Buick 
you might do better by this. 

Mr. Keuiy. That is not the case, however. 

Mr. Dawson. Will the lady yield? 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Yes. 

Mr. Dawson. You said your situation was similar to the Social 
Security Agency. 

Mr. Ketty. I did not say that exactly. No, sir. I said it is the 
only other agency that I could think of now that might be similar. 

Mr. Dawson. But the Government puts money into the social- 
security fund? 

Mr. Keuiy. That is correct. 

Mr. Dawson. For the purpose of administration you are not an 
agency of the Government. 

Mr. Keuiy. Yes, we are an agency of the United States Govern- 
ment. There is no question about that. 

Mr. Brown. Will you yield? 

Mrs. Cuurcu. Yes. 

Mr. Brown. Of course, the social-security tax which the Govern- 
ment collects comes from the employer and comes from the em- 
ployees just exactly as it does for the railroad-retirement fund, except 
that the railroad retirement people have been set out separately as a 
class of workers or employees from all other employers and employees. 
But it is a Federal agency. The Railroad Retirement Board is set 
up by Congress and is subject to the will of Congress. Unless the 
Bureau of the Budget clears it, and the Congress appropriates the 
money, you do not get any automobiles at all. Is that correct? 

Mr. Ketiy. That is right. 

Mr. Brown. Then what is all of this arguing about? You are in 
the same position as everybody else. 

Mr. Keuiy. Except 

Mr. Brown. Except that it comes out of what Congress says is 
retirement funds and trust funds. 

Mr. Keury. Yes. 
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Mr. Brown. But everything else ought to be a trust fund that the 
taxpayers pay into the Federal Government. We ought to consider 
it a trust fund and not expend it unwisely. In my opinion they will 
not clamp down very hard on an agency that has only three auto- 
mobiles and those are scattered from Gallup, N. Mex., to here. 

Mr. Kxniy. Well, automobiles as far as we are concerned are 
minor. 

Mr. Brown. Surely. 

Mr. Ketiy. Our great concern is our furniture, and we have this 
big building in Chicago and seven regional offices, and a great many 
branches. 

Mr. Brown. Yes, and I do not object to it. But this bill primarily 
deals with motor vehicles. 

Mr. Kevtity. We are primarily concerned with the loss of $1 million 
worth of furniture. 

Mr. Hititetson. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Have you finished, Mrs. Church? 

Mrs. Cuurcu. I have finished. Thank you. 

The CuatrmMan. Mr. Meader. 

Mr. Meapver. Mr. Kelly, even if you assume these are assets of a 
trust fund and somehow different from other Government property, 
if your furniture is furnished by the Government and you don’t own 
the furniture any more, then presumably whatever proceeds come 
from the sale of that furniture will go into your trust fund. How 
will your assets be hurt by disposing of the furniture if the cash is in 
your trust fund in place of the furniture? 

Mr. Ketry. Well, if we could get—I do not know who is going to 
determine the value of that furniture. It is probably worth more to 
us than anybody else. 

Mr. Meaver. How are the operations of your office handled? Are 
they different from other Federal activities? 

Mr. Ketiy. Probably in general they don’t differ a great deal—in 
general. 

Mr. Mraper. It strikes me if you start making exemptions to this 
bill everybody will want to be exempt. It is all right for the other 
fellow, but not the agency concerned itself. I do not thmk Mr. 
Mansure, Mr. Chairman, answered the question that was put to him 
in his comments on Mr. Kelly’s statement about the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board. 

Mr. Mansure, in your judgment should this exemption be made? 

Mr. Mansure. As far as exemption is concerned, I am not sure it 
should be made, but I am not clear as to the legality of their position 
as to the ownership of their furniture. I appreciate their position 
that they consider that an asset. 

Of course, as it has already been explained, we would not take an 
asset away from any agency whether they own it or not. It would 
still be their property unless it is replaced with property equal to 
what they now have. 

From the legal standpoint, as to whether they hold it as a tangible 
asset or not, I am not qualified to speak on that. But from a practical 
standpoint, they have so many 

Mr. Meraper. There is nothing to require that they have their 
assets in the form of furniture. They could hold it in the form of 
cash, or whatever other investments they want to make. 
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Mr. Keuuy. But we couldn’t hold it in the form of a budget invest- 
ment. It would have to be in cash. Ido not think the bill provides 
for the payment of cash to us. 

Mr. Jonas. Mr. Chairman, could I comment on that? 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Jonas. 

Mr. Jonas. I think the bill could be amended at that point to 
cover Mr. Kelly’s objections without establishing a precedent of 
letting agencies out, by providing on page 9, where it says furniture 
and furnishings, and so on, not so moved and carried as assets—we 
can make a reference to trust funds and provide that if the Adminis- 
trator takes over that furniture, then under those conditions reim- 
bursement should be made at the book value to the agency that gives 
up the furniture. That would apply only to trust funds. They 
would be paid in cash for the book value of the furniture. 

Mr. Meaper. How does the suggestion of the author of the bill 
strike you, Mr. Kelly? 

Mr. Jonas. Before he answers, may I make another statement? 
Provided he is not satisfied with the new furniture made available 
at the new location. Then they could pass on that under the terms 
of section (g). 

Mr. Krtiy. You say it would be made available. Would it be 
transferred to us? 

Mr. Jonas. It says that the Administrator after consultation 
with the head of the agency, and with due regard for the program 
activities of the agency, determine that suitable replacement cannot 
more economically and more efficiently be made available at the new 
space. If they could not agree on that and the Administrator takes 
over the furniture at its existing location, and they move into a new 
one, he would have to reimburse the agency for the book value of 
the trust funds involved. 

The CHarrmMan. Are you finished, Mr. Meader? 

Mr. Meraprer. Mr. Kelly has not answered the question as to 
whether the suggestion of the author of the bill providing reimburse- 
ment would satisfy his objection. 

Mr. Keutuy. Yes. If the cash reimbursement would be equal 
to the value of the asset to our trust fund, I should think that would 
be all right to leave it. But if we move so very little I don’t know 
that it makes so much difference. I am concerned about the legality 
of this step. ope have purchased with cash from our trust fund an 
asset. Now, if it is taken away and they give us other furniture 
in its place, of equi J value, do we get the title to the furniture or is it 
just Government property that is furnished in place of our own 
property which we may have in our own location? 

Mr. Mraprer. There seems to be a legal question here. Mr. 
Elliott, do you have any opin.on on this? 

Mr. Exvniorr. Yes. As the bill is now drawn I think the latter 
would be the result, that is, they would get property of an equivalent 
value. But Mr. Jonas, the author of the bill, was suggesting an 
amendment which would provide that the trust fund would be reim- 
bursed for the furniture taken, in which case the Railroad Retirement 
Board would legally have new furniture, having been paid off for all 
of their old furniture. 

Of course, being a self-sustained trust fund they reimburse us for 
the space they use. If they get furnished space the reimbursement 
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would have to be at a proportionately higher rate. Otherwise they 
have an unjust enrichment. 

Mr. Ketiy. You see, we are just starting to argue now. 

Mr. Riesuman. Mr. Elliott, in your statement, in reference to 
the bill as now written, if they moved into a new location, and if 
you replaced the furniture, then the title to the furniture would be 
in the General Services Administration, would it not? Title would 
not be in the Retirement Board. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Mr. Riehlman, the bill is not precisely clear on that. 
It would be my view if it were a trust fund such as Mr. Kelly describes, 
then title would have to go to the trust fund, because there you have 
a question of title as distinguished from control among Federal 
agencies. 

Mr. Riewiman. | am not a lawyer, but I think that is a question 
that should be clarified in this legislation. 

Mr. Kexuy. If I might interject here, I ~~ we are losing sight 
of the purpose of this bill. It is to save the taxpayers money. As 
far as we are concerned, it is not saving the taxpayers anything, and 
it might get them into a place where they would have to be paying us 
taxpayers’ money for our assets 

Mr. RizautmMan. But you would not want to make any broad state- 
ment in respect to the bill in dealing with other agencies outside of 
your own; would you? 

Mr. Ketry. I am only talking about our own agency. 

Mr. Rreuuman. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Krtiy. No taxpayers’ money enters into it from our stand- 
point except the railroad employees’ and the railroads’. 

Mr. RizruumMan. You are only speaking of your own Retirement 
Board that you are representing here today‘ 

Mr. Kr LLY. That is correct. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Meader, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Meaper. That is all. 

The CuairmMan. Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. I hate to suggest it, and I am not sold on the idea at 
all, but there are people around Washington and around Congress 
who have been suggesting merging the Railroad Retirement Board 
with Social Security, and that would eliminate this whole problem 
Are you suggesting that that be done? 

Mr. Ketty. I do not think it would be a wise suggestion, on my 
part. 

Mr. Brown. We have other agencies of government that are quasi- 
independent like your own and operate certaim trust funds that after 
all have to be budgeted and appropriations made for expenditures. 
Of course, Congress does want to keep control of how these different 
agencies set up by legislation, are operated, and how they spend the 
money which is paid in, and whether it is paid by a tax on a railroad 
or somebody else. 

For instance, we have the retirement fund for civil service em- 
ployees, and the Compensation Commission for Government em- 
ployees, that is, for people who are injured, and this and that. We 
may be getting into a broad field, Mr. Chairman, if we begin to try 
to exempt different agencies. There ought to be some way worked 
out in the general terms of this bill to protect trust funds 
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I think perhaps the gentleman from North Carolina made a good 
suggestions, so as to preserve the value of what the trust fund may 
have in the way of investments. I understand you do not move 
your offices very often 

Mr. Ketiy. Not since the war. They built us a building in Wash- 
ington and we never got to move into it. 

Mr. Brown. I remember you went to Chicago, where it was not 
so handy for the Congress to plague you on these compensation cases. 

It now takes about 3 or 4 weeks longer for us to transact business in 
which we are interested. But there should be some sort of arrangement 
made, in my opinion, Mr. Chairman, so that the total assets of the 
trust fund could be protected. I think it can be worked out, and I 
hope it will be, because otherwise you will find out that there are a 
number of Government agencies such as this. For instance, the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. Iam not sure of their situ- 
ation, but if it is a trust fund I think they ought to be protected. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman 

The Cuarman. Mr. McDonough. 

Mr. McDonovuau. No questions. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Lipscomb. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Mr. Kelly, are the $1 million worth of assets in 
your fund on a cost basis on your books or at a depreciated value at 
$1 million? 

Mr. Ketuy. I am not sure. I am not sure how it is. We follow 
the accounting practices and are audited by the Government Account- 
ing Office, and so forth, but I am not familiar with it enough to know 
just what system they use in there. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. Of course, if they are carried at a cost basis vou 
would expect the General Services Administration to reimburse them 
on the cost basis rather than the depreciated basis, in order to keep 
your assets and fund on the same basis. 

Mr. Ketuy. | imagine—IJ had better not make even a guess at it 
because | am not sure about it. 

Mr. Lipscoms. I would like to ask Mr. Jonas, in your suggestion 
you would have to clarify whether you would pay them back for cash 
value on the cost basis or on a depreciated basis. 

Mr. Jonas. I had in mind the book value. 

Mr. Lipscoms. That is not always the most economical way for 
the Government to make a transfer. 

Mr. Jonas. I would say if this Board has title to the actual prop- 
erty we are talking about, this bill does not divest them of that title. 
I think we are arguing about a matter that is really not contemplated 
by the act 

Mr. Liescomr. The language could be worked out to leave title 
with the trust fund and still operate it within the language of the bill. 

Mr. Jonas. We will work oa it and see if we canaot work it out. 

Mr. Connon. Could I make a parliamentary inquiry? 

The CuarrMan. Certainly. 

Mr. Connon. How much longer are we going to run on this testi- 
mony? Are we going to run over until tomorrow? 

The CuarrMan. Twelve o'clock, and then adjoura until Monday. 
Tomorrow is the St. Lawrence Waterway bill. 

Mr. Conpon. In other words, we will probably not get to a final 
vote on the bill this morning? 

The CuarrMan. Oh, no. 
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Mr. Brown. | think the leadership plan tomorrow is to go into 
session at 11 o’clock. 

The CHatrMan. I understand so We will not meet tomorrow but 
we will adjourn until Monday. 

Mr. Kerry. Is that all, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHarrMan. That is all. 

Mr. Rirutman. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Phillips wanted recognition 
for 1 minute. I was holding him up. He was trying to get your 
attention. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN PHILLIPS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mir. Paivurrs. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to hold vou, but could 
mv name be put on the record as favorable to the bill which Mr. Jonas 
presented. As chairman of the committee which has the appropria- 
tion for the General Services Administration, we are familiar with the 
automobile and the transportation situation, and I think could give 
material that would help the committee in its decision. 

The CHatrmMan. We would be very pleased if vou will file a state 
ment, 

Mr. Poriuips. I will be very glad to 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


STATEMENT OF Ilion. JOHN PHILLIPS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGR} 
THE STATE OF ( [FORNI 

The bill now before you, H. R. 8753, of very great interest to the 1 er 
of the Subcommittee on Appropriations of which I am the chairman We hop 
vo ill report it favorably Mr. Jonas, of North Carolina, the author of tl 1] 
is an able and valued member of the subcommittee We are so strong] favo 
of the idea expressed in the bill that we would have considered serious] ! 
its provisions into the independent offices appropriation bill, 1955 CH. R. 8583 
had we not known that your committee was about to s he bill for 
It is better to have the supporting information, and the discussion, which a 
Makes possible 

Our interest in the bill is practical, and the result of experience The sub 
mittee has the General Services Administration, as one of the agenci 
and several of the other agenci« which have at time used the taxpayer 
with great liberality, in this matter of transportatio It has been necessary for 


the subcommittee to Impose restrictions from time to time 

It is only human to want convenient and easy trat sportation In any area ol 
Government work. This is particularly true in the cities. Little by littl ne 
is drawn farther and farther away from the line of efficiency and ee 
Individuals who would never have thought themselves entitled to public 


portation, afew vears ago, are now seen going to work daily in a Government ear, 
some assigned to them individually. You need only look in the area before 
Capitol, or between our buildings, to see cars standing there for long periods 


waiting for some individual or groups to be finished with conferences or heari 
I do not object to the use of cars for such a purpose, but it certainiv suggests the 
advisability of a car pool, operated by the ageney to which this funetion w: 
given, the GSA. 

I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that sometime at vour convenience you stand in 
front of the New House Office Buildin | 


g, or have one of the committee clerks d 
so, and watch the military buses go by. I have done so. The majority of the 
buses, during the daytime, seem to have no passengers. One of the Capito 
Police told me, when he saw me watching them, that he had rarely seen a bus 
with more than 5 passengers, although they appear to seat 25 to 40. My sub 


committee has a list somewhere of the various bus services furnished by Govern 


ment agencies in Washington. I have no doubt you have the same list. It will 
astonish you. Aside from the direct waste, it is in part at least in direct competi 
tion with the streetcar and taxi services of the District, to which the District 
looks for taxes. 
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You are aware, of course, of the pooling experiment in Denver. This was in 
the testimony before our subcommittee. It reminds me to suggest that you will 
not be misled by statements, which the military may make, that all this pooling 
should be “voluntary” or “cooperative.’”?’ Denver will stand as an example of 
the fact that such a proposal is just to delay or to prevent action. There was 
nothing ‘“‘voluntary” in the Denver situation. Only the firmly expressed desire 
of the President himself made it possible. It was eminently successful. 

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, that my subeommittee is very much in favor of the 
idea of car pools. I appear to support Mr. Jonas’ bill 


The CHiirman. All right. The meeting stands adjourned until 
Monday morning at 10 o'clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m. the hearing was adjourned until 10 
a.m., Monday, May 10, 1954.) 
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TO AMEND THE FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949, AS AMENDED, TO AU- 
THORIZE THE ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL SERVICES 
TO ESTABLISH AND OPERATE MOTOR VEHICLE POOLS 
AND SYSTEMS AND TO PROVIDE OFFICE FURNITURE 
AND FURNISHINGS WHEN AGENCIES ARE MOVED TO 
NEW LOCATIONS, TO DIRECT THE ADMINISTRATOR TO 
REPORT THE UNAUTHORIZED USE OF GOVERNMENT 
MOTOR VEHICLES, AND TO AUTHORIZE THE UNITED 
STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION TO REGULATE 
OPERATORS OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED MOTOR VEHI- 
CLES, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


MONDAY, MAY 10, 1954 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, ae £3 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 429, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Clare E. Hoffman (chairman of the 
committee) presiding. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order. This is a con- 
tinuation of the hearing we had on Wednesday, May 5. 

We will hear first from Mr. Thomas P. Pike, Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Supply and Logistics 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS P. PIKE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE FOR SUPPLY AND LOGISTICS 


Mr. Pike. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Thomas P. Pike, Assistant Secretary of Defense, Supply and 
Logistics. The Department of Defense appreciates this opportunity 
to appear before this committee and present the views of the Depart- 
ment with respect to H. R. 8753, a bill to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize 
the Administrator of General Services to establish and operate motor 
vehicle pools and systems and to provide office furniture and furnish- 
ings when agencies are moved to new locations, to direct the Adminis- 
trator to report the unauthorized use of Government motor vehicles, 
and to authorize the United States Civil Service Commission to 
regulate operators of Government-owned motor vehicles, and for other 
purposes. 
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With me today are Maj. Gen. Paul Yount, Brig. Gen. A. T. MeNa- 
mara, and Comdr. Robert 5. Stewart, who are prepared to testify in a 
more detailed manner with respect to certs Lin aspects of the bill 
With your permission, I will call on them to testify within their 
respective areas. 

Certain provisions of H. R. 8753, relating to both motor vehicles 
and furniture, are fundamentally objectionable to the Department 
of Defense We consider them to be contrary to the basic principles 
of sound management, and efficieney and economy of operations 
as related to the Department of Defense in partic ular 

In considering this bill, it is essential in the beginning, to understand 
and appreciate certain factors incident to the operation of military 
vehicles whi h do not apply 11) the case of vehicles of other depart 
ments of the Government. Motor vehicles operated by the military 
departments are used primarily for training and other tactical pu 
poses, and only a relatively small number of the vehicles can by 
considered as in “administrative use’’ as of any given dati However 
within the military departments the same vehicles may be used for 
either tactical or administrative purposes as the need arises, making 
the establishment of stabilized administrative and tactical fleets 


virtually impossible This is not the case with civilian agencies for 
which motor vehicles are acquired for a specific purpose and are gen- 
erally used for that purpose from the time of procurement to disposal 


Since motor vehicles of the military departments are used for both 
tactical and administrative purposes, vehicles withdrawn from admin 
istrative use through reduction in transportation requirements or 
as a result of improved management methods, are immediatel 
reissued, either as replacements for other vehicles which have been 
determined to be uneconomically repairable, or to military units for 
tactical use within the continental United States or overseas. 

Presumably, one of the objectives of H. R. 8753 is the efficient and 
economical use of notor ve h icles by executive agencies for the required 
transportation of pe ‘rsonnel and property. The Departm« nt of 
Defense is in i ‘te accord with this objective. The efficient and 
economical use of its motor vehicles has been a matter of primary 
concern to the eeatienand of Defense for a number of years—but it 
is our belief that greater efficiency and economy may be obtained by 
continuing the present programs of the Department of Defense for 
the management of its motor vehicles rather than by transferring 
this function to another agency of the Government. 

The administration of motor vehicles in a large organization, in 
such a manner as to provide essential service at minimum cost, 
requires intimate knowledge of the functions and operations of the 
agency involved. The current programs of the military departments 
are aimed at essential service at minimum cost, and it is felt that 
transfer of administrative responsibility to an independent agency 
which does not have intimate knowledge of the operations of the 
military departments and does not have experience in, or facilities for 
the control of large and widely dispersed vehicle fleets would} jeopardize 
the success of these programs. It is believed, therefore, that responsi- 
bility for obtaining economies should remain with the Department 
of Defense. 

The Department of Defense does not believe that enactment of the 
legislation proposed in H. R. 8753 would result in increased efficiency 
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and economy in the motor vehicle activities of the military depart- 
ments. On the contrary, past experience leads to the definite con- 
clusion that such legislation would cost the military departments 
many thousands of wasted man-hours in the preparation of reports 
and interference with sound management programs. 

The military departments have laid a great deal of emphasis on 
training personnel in the efficient management of large-scale vehicle 
operations. The advice of industry has been sought in the develop- 
ment of our management programs; and officers of the various services 
have served tours of duty with outstanding civilian firms in order to 
assure that we are cognizant of the most modern methods and 
techniques 

Numerous management surveys have been made by the military 
departments and action taken toward the centralization of control, 
and the consolidation of individual vehicles into motor pools, as well 
as the merger of existing pools into larger pools. We have learned 
by experience, however, that there are limitations to the extent to 
which pooling can be accomplished effectively; and that many activ- 
ities must have administrative vehicles under their direct control if 
they are to function efficiently. In the Washington area a casual 
observer might assume that maximum efficiency could be obtained 
by obtained by consolidating all military ve a les into one large pool 
This is an oversimplification of the problem however, and does not 
give consideration to varying types of activities or the varying types 
of vehicles which the military departments have in this area. 

I want to reemphasize that the Department of Defense is taking 
positive action to reduce the number of vehicles operated by the 
military departments to the very lowest minimum consistent with 
their actual requirements for both administrative and tactical pur- 
poses; to institute improved maintenance procedures patterned after 
commercial practices; to further centralize control; and to further 
consolidate motor pools. Witnesses to follow me will show that 
under present programs of the military departments there will be a 
reduction during the current fiscal year of at least 15,000 vehicles for 
administrative use; and that under the cost control and utilization 
control programs of the Navy alone, several thousand additional 
vehicles will be eliminated—and better than $7 million this vear will 
be saved. Significant savings will also be realized by the Army and 
the Air Force. 

But regardless of all that has been done to date, the Department of 
Defense does not contend that its operations in this field are perfect. 
We believe there is ample room for more improvement and are taking 
even more positive steps to reduce the number of vehicles operated 
by the military departments, and to improve our motor vehicle 
operations generally. In this connection, we presently have a group 
of eminently qualified officers serving as a task force, charged with 
the responsibility of making a survey of military vehicle operations 
to determine what further consolidations and improvement are 
practical, and to determine to what extent we may further reduce the 
overall number of vehicles presently in use. Secretary Wilson has 
given this matter his personal attention and has directed the Secre- 
taries of the military departments to insure that all echelons of com- 
mand cooperate with this program, 
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To ——— my remarks concerning the motor vehicle provisions of 
H. R. 8753, I feel 1 must emphasize that the De partment of Defense 
is lenbaed: with the responsibility of defending the Nation against 
all enemies, domestic and foreign. Modern warfare is a war of move- 
ment and the complete control of military motor vehicles assigned to 
this department is basically essential if we are to carry out this mission. 

We shall endeavor at all times to use sound business management 
in the administration of our vehicle operations. It must be realized, 
however, that the very nature of our mission requires that we main- 
tain a reserve of movement potential which is not required for day- 
to-day operations. It is our opinion that the Department of De- 
fense, which is the agency responsible for defending the Nation, is 
the appropriate agency to determine specifically how far we can go in 
reducing the number of vehicles in operation, or in consolidating the 
control of vehicles—without jeopardizing the Nation’s safety. 

Coming now to section 2 of this bill, I want to point out first that 
furniture, fixtures, and office equipment are purchased from funds 
appropriated for specific Government departments and for specific 
purposes; and, second, that the proposal in section 2, that is, GSA 
governmentwide control over a commodity, is not suitable for applic a- 
tion to an ageneyv in which supply is an integral — = the agency 
operation. This is as sortase re from an agency in which euler 
is merely an administrative detail. 

In direct support of the mission of each military department there 
is a self-contained supply svstem. ‘This self-contained system of any 
one military department is supported, by agreement, by the other 
military departments and by GSA. But the decision that the support 
of others will be more advantageous than self-support in any given 
area, rests with the using agency. The self-contained system is 
worldwide and the application of assets is worldwide. Local control 
by another agency is therefore incompatible. 

As to this section 2 of the bill, it is our first recommendation that 
the Department of Defense be exempted entirely. It will then be 
possible for the Department to utilize the services of GSA whenever 
it is in the interests of efficiency and economy. No legislation is re- 
quired for this purpose. 

‘To summarize as briefly as possible, the opposition of the Depart- 
ment of Defense to the enactment of H. R. 8753 is based largely upon 
the following grounds: (1) The language of the exemption provisions 
in subsection (b) places the Secretary of Defense in a position subordi- 
nate to the Administrator of General Services Administration, who 
does not have the intimate knowledge of the functions and operations 
of the military departments which is a basic essential to the evaluation 
of their transportation requirements and, in effect, the language assigns 
to the Administrator of GSA responsibility for making certain deter- 
minations or decisions which are now and must remain the responsibil- 
itv of the Department of Defense; (2) the head of the Department of 
Defense is charged, by law, with responsibility for the agency’s opera- 
tion, including economy and efficiency; final determination of any 
action must rest with that agency head; and the Administrator of 
General Services Administration cannot properly be superimposed as 
an operating control; (3) assuming that it is the intention of the bill 
to include only ‘administrative’ motor vehicles, it fails to take into 


consideration the basic differences between the administrative vehicle 
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operations of the military departments and those of the civilian 
agencies of the Federal Government; (4) motor vehicles of both tacti- 
cal and commercial types are used interchangeably in the military 
departments for tactical and administrative purposes, thereby pre- 
cluding transfer of accountability of such vehicles to another Govern- 
ment agency; (5) the efficient operation, maximum utilization, and 
proper maintenance of motor vehicles are integral parts of existing 
effective management programs of the military departments; (6) the 
military departments already exercise complete control in the areas in 
which it is proposed to set pp General Services Administration as a 
control, and the imposition of GSA upon the existing systems of the 
military departments can result only in duplication, without com- 
pensating benefits; and (7) the bill, in addition to removing final de- 
cision from the individual responsible for Department of Defense 
operations, tends to emphasize possible, but unproven economy and 
efficiency with respect to the bare operation of motor vehicles, without 
consideration of increase administrative costs—and thus at the pos- 
sible expense of overall efficiency and economy. 

In conclusion, it is my sincere belief that we will make more progress 
in the matter of efficiency and economy in the operation of Depart- 
ment of Defense motor vehicles if the complete control and final 
determination is left as the responsibility of the Secretary of Defense. 
It is urged therefore that H. R. 8753 be amended to provide exemp- 
tion for the Department of Defense. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Pike. Do you have 
anv questions, Mrs. St. George? 

Mrs. St. GrorGr. No questions 

The CHarrMan. Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack. No questions. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Lipscoms. What is this present program going on that 
referred to 15,000 vehicles having been saved? 

Secretary Pike. That particular figure ties into a Navy program 
which, as | have indicated, is a continuing program in the Navy and 
the Army and the Air Force. That is their indicated result for this 
fiscal year’s operation under that type of management control. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Does the Army presently have a program? 

Secretary Pike. The Army and the Air Force also have comparable 
and continuing programs. 

We have representatives from each of the services here who will be 
prepared to give you more details on their individual management 
program in regard to motor vehicles. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Are they going to testify also? 

Secretary Pike. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. That is all. 

Mr. Cuatrman. Mr. Pilcher? 

Mr. Pitcner. No questions. 

The CHarrmMan. Mr. Secretary, do you think that the tax burden is 
becoming too great for the people? 

Secretary Pike. Mr. Chairman, I think the tax burden is a great 
one indeed, and perhaps I have as good an appreciation of that as 
anyone else because | am compar: atively new in Government service. 
I would agree with your statement that the tax burden certainly has 
been approaching that position. 
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The CuarrMan. Have you any suggestions as to how the money 
which is given to the Defense Department, the amount of it, can be 
lessened? 

Secretary Pike. With respect to the management of motor vehicles, 

. have undertaken to set up a committee that I referred to in my 
testimony, with the backing of Secretary Wilson, to undertake a survey 
and a very close examination of the use of administrative vehicles in 
the metropolitan areas of this country to be certain that we are, in 
all those locations, conforming to the most economical and efficient 
pri i ‘s and proper utilization of these vehicles, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrrman. When was that committee set up? 

aden Pike. That committee was set up approximately 2 or 3 
weeks ago. 

The Cuarrman. For myself, I can only say that I have had diffi- 
culty in finding any reason why congressional committees should be 
required to do what might be called policing of the executive depart- 
ments, and have been able to think of only one which is that we 
get so many complaints about the waste of the dollars we have 
appropriated that we are practically forced into doing something. 
Then, every time we try to economize, we meet with objections such 
as those you have here this morning. They sound very logical. They 
seem reasonable, but so do the others that we get. Perhaps to tell you 
what I mean, last week we received word that they abolished a small 
post office in my district. The receipts were something like $300. 
The postmaster’s salary was close to $2,000. But I received a petition 
from some 250 people. They very carefully avoided saying that they 
were patrons of the office. I think there are three real patrons, but 
they lived in that neighborhood and they signed their names and 
they cited the case of the establishment of a new post office in another 
district, the district of my colleague, Mr. Ford, in a town no larger, 
they said. 

So you see where Lam now. Obviously that saving should be made, 
but they do not want it. 

For example, we all know there are many cars from the Defense 
Department around here. How many are up here this morning; do 
you know? 

Secretary Pike. I do not know how many are here this morning. 
I will agree with you that there are a very great many cars in use by 
the military department in the Washington department. The Wash- 
ington area is the first area to come under study by this new group I 
mentioned. 

1 would like also, in answer to a question you indicated a moment 
ago, to point out again that the Department of the Navy, under a 
management program, will have during this fiscal year accomplished 
at least $7 million saving in the reduced number of vehicles used and 
in improved maintenance and operating programs. I think that is 
a very significant figure. I think that the figure of 15,000 vehicles 
overall between the Army, Navy, and Air Force is indication that 
these matters are being given consideration. The effort that I 
described is a renewed effort to get on top of this whole program. 

I would like, with your permission, to introduce to yourself and 
your committee a man who is Director of Transportation in the Office 
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Supply and Logistics. I 
would like to tell you this much briefly about him to indicate briefly 
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the kind of men we are trying to get on the job and on top of such 
problems as this committee « and this bill is properly interested in. 

He comes to us as a top man in his field. My predecessor, Mr. 
Thomas was able to get him. He was one of a group of five men who 
were in that field. He has been vice president in charge of transpor- 
tation for General Mills. His name is Mr. Earl Smith. Mr. Smith 
is a director in our Office and has been for some time, has been charged 
with responsibility of bringing the military services together in a pro- 
gram under Mr. Wilson who has taken a personal interest in it and be- 
lieve me, sir, we are sincerely interested in getting a job done and cut- 
ting down these costs so that the taxpayer’s burden may be reduced. 

Mr. McCormack. Would that $7 million be for all Navy vehicles 
or vehicles involved by this bill? 

Secretary Pike. My understanding is that that is an overall figure 
for all of the Navy—I am not certain. I cannot give you an accurate 
answer to that question. 

Mr. McCormack. Could one of your representatives who is with 
you this morning supply the answer to my question? 

Secretary Pike. Perhaps Commander Stewart might have that 
information. 

Commander Stewart. That is the administrative fleet of the Navy. 

Mr. McCormack. Are those vehicles covered by this bill? 

Commander Srewart. I believe so. Predominantly the Navy 
fleet is administrative innature. We havea very small tactical group. 

The CuarrMan. We will be glad to hear from you later on. 

Now, I believe that these tactical vehicles which are operated by 
the military department are not to be covered by this bill. As I 
understand it, this bill does not propose to have anything to do with 
or have any control over the use of vehicles of that kind. 

Secretary Pike. I would like to point out what I believe General 
Yount can point out in a more detailed fashion, that when we refer 
to practical purposes we have a situation currently existing in the 
Army commercial-type vehicles, sedans are being introduced into 
this tactical situation. For instance, as specialized military-type 
vehicles are being retired from certain tactical uses, such as the 
communication system, antiaircraft units and so forth. They are 
being replaced with a less costly sedan type of vehicle. So there is 
where we have difficulty segregating under our present setup. We 
have a difficulty distinguishing between clean-cut administrative 
vehicles and tactical vehicles. 

The CuHarrMAN,. You stated earlier, Mr. Secretary as follows: 

I want to point out first that furniture, fixtures, and office equipment are 
purchased from funds appropriated for specific Government departments and 
for specific purposes. 

We hear that same story, that same argument and we had it here 
from the Retirement Board Ww ednesday. As a matter of fact, all that 
money comes from the same poc ketbook, doesn’t it? 

Secretary Pike. Will you state that question again, please, Mr. 
Chairman. I am sorry, but I didn’t quite unde rstand it. 

The CuarrMan. You call attention to the fact that some of this 
property is purchased from funds appropriated specifically for that 
purpose. We have heard that same argument before. We heard it 
last week with reference to trust funds of the Retirement Board. 


46734—54-__5 








60 


FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 


My point is that, no matter which department gets it, it all comes 
from the same source. 


Secretary Pike. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. I cannot see anything to that argument. 

Secretary Pike. Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate it if those 
questions might be addressed to General McNamara. 

The Cuarrman. Of course, that is a general, broad question. 

Secretary Pike. He will testify in detail on that particular phase 
of the program. 

The CuairMan. Then you went on further to say in your statement: 


The language of the exemption provisions in subsection (b) places the Secretary 


of Defense in a position subordinate to the Administrator of General Services 
Administration. 


The fact that he is subordinate to the General Services Adminis- 
trator, does that make any difference? 

Secretary Pike. Yes, sir; 1 would say from my own experience and 
from the management standpoint that that would be untenable situa- 
tion where you would have the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Wilson— 
well, let us leave names out of it—charged with the responsibility for 
a tremendously important mission and carrying it down to automotive 
vehicles. 

My understanding is that there are approximately 136,000 adminis- 
trative type vehicles as we are discussing them here, which is of 
course only indicative of the tremendous. operation of our armed 
services and when a man is charged with the responsibility of carrying 
out a mission in which mobility at the time of the mobilization and 
reserve is so tremendously important, just from a straight, business 
management standpoint it would seem to me to be a poor thing 
to superimpose over him a higher level of authority with reference 
to this particular motor-vehicle situation. 

The CuatrmMan. Of course, someone in the family has to decide how 
much we can spend and obviously many of us in Congress don’t know. 
I can speak for myself at any rate. To me it seems like a family. All 
kids think they know what they need, but the old man or mother 
finally has to say how much they can have. 

The Secretary of Defense doesn’t determine what the different 
branches of his services have. He just lays down general, broad prin- 
ciples, doesn’t he? 

Secretary Pixe. Yes, I would say so. 

The CuartrMaAn. The General Services Administrator has to oversee 
all of it. He has the whole picture in mind with reference to this use 
of these vehicles. 

Then you went on to say further during your statement: 


The head of the Department of Defense is charged, by law, with responsibility 
for the agency’s operation, including economy and efficiency; final determination 
of any action must rest with that agency head. 

I assume that the purport of that is that he doesn’t want to share 
that responsibility with the Administrator of General Services. That 
is it; isn’t it? 

Secretary Pike. I do not think that is the point. The point that 
we are trying to bring out is that the Secretary of Defense has the 
responsibility for his Department’s mission, which is the adequate 
defense of this country and along as a point of that responsibility it 
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seems to me, at least, that there is a very important concomitant 
responsibility for getting that job done in the most economical and 
efficient manner and it seems to me that it would be Mr. Wilson’s 
responsibility, inasmuch as transportation has been given as an area of 
responsibility to the Secretary of Defense’s Office for Supply and 
Logistics, that he would look to that man and his top transportation 
man under him to make proper surveys and studies and see to it that 
action is taken so that proper use is made of administrative vehicles, 
which is what has taken place over a period of the last few months. 
Our organization is comparatively new. Mr. Smith has been on the 
job for about 6 months. 

The CuarrmMan. The purport of that statement is that inasmuch as 
the head of the agency is charged with the responsibility, final deter- 
mination must rest upon the head of the agency and, on the same 
theory, when you come to Congress for an appropriation, Congress 
should make it. They would take Congress right out of the picture 
with this. 

Secretary Pike. That was not my intent, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMAN. I assume it isn’t, but to carry out the logic of the 
thing, that seems to be what it amounts to. Just because the Secretary 
of Defense is charged with the defense of the country, it seems that 
whatever he says should go. 

Secretary Pike. No; I have erred if that is the impression I have 
left. I was trying to say that the Secretary of Defense not only has 
the responsibility for carrying out his primary mission of defending 
this country, but he has the responsibility of seeing to it that that 
responsibility is carried out with the least number of dollars. 

It has been my observation since I have been in the Department of 
Defense that some very major effort has been extended constructively 
in that direction. 

If in our department and Mr. Smith’s department we do not get 
this job done, I think Mr. Wilson should look for new people who can 
get this job done, the combination of proper economy, and efficiency 
in the field of motor vehicles that is consonant with the primary 
defense of our country. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you have any questions, Mr. Dawson? 

Mr. Dawson. In investigations made by this committee we have 
disclosed the waste in the different departments throughout the 
various years. Do you wish us to charge Mr. Wilson personally 
responsible for the acts of some of his subordinates in the Department 
of Defense? 

Secretary Prxe. No, I do not think that is what I had in mind. I 
think that if the Chairman of the Board has responsibility for the 
operations and some of the acts of his subordinates and assistants in 
turn 

Mr. Dawson. Does Mr. Wilson, in your judgment, know anything 
personally about the motor pool, the use of these cars by the various 
generals, subgenerals, and so forth? 

Secretary Pike. I would say that Mr. Wilson has a good general 
knowledge of this problem. 

Mr. Dawson. | have heard that motor vehicles operated by the 
Defense Department stand around the Capitol sometimes for hours 
waiting for the return, sometimes all day, of some specific person. 
We see numerous cars standing around here when they could be 
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about their business. You wouldn’t want us to charge the personal 
knowledge of that to Mr. Wilson, would you? 

Secretary Prxr. No, not that particular practice. 

Mr. Dawson. And then we have 4 or 5 years of war and 25 years 
of peace. It is mainly in these peacetime operations with ac tivities 
which occur both in war and peace that this particular bill would be 
concerned. This particular operation is by the General Services Ad- 
ministration, isn’t it? 

Secretary Pike. I think so; yes. 

Mr. Dawson. They specifically exempted that type of vehicle 
used strictly for war purposes, combat purposes, or carrying out some 
particular military mission; isn’t that so? 

Secretary Pike. I think that was the intent of the bill in the 
language of the last paragraph. However, that is subject of the 
exception I described a minute ago when we are obtaining a combina- 
tion use of the administrative type of vehicles, sedan vehicles as they 
become excess to their original purposes, and replacing much more 
expensive, especially designed military equipment. 

Mr. Dawson. This would have to do mainly with passenger cars 
and the Administrator of General Services, when he testified, certainly 
showed a spirit of cooperation. I do not think that would be any 
encroachment on those activities which are directly concerned with 
the defense of this country. 

Secretary Pike. No; I am certain that the Administrator of General 
Services Administration has no such idea of encroaching on it. 

On the other hand, I attempted to point out that we have a mobili- 
zation responsibility in the event war should break out. 

Mr. Dawson. That wouldn’t have any direct bearing on this type 
of motor vehicle used for administrative purposes in those centers 
where they go and come administratively, would it? 

Secretary Pike. I do not think I could agree with that entirely. 
In the event war should break out it would seem to me that in that 
event every asset at their command to direct the defense of the entire 
country would be extremely important. It might not work too well 
in that situation with dual responsibility existing between the Depart- 
ment of Defense and another agency. 

Mr. Dawson. Since it seems that war cannot be declared without 
the consent of the Congress, certainly before it is declared the Con- 
gress and the head of every department would cooperate in this 
matter. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Ikard? 

Mr. Ixarp. The various departments within the Defense Depart- 
ment now have motor pools that they operate pretty much along the 
lines suggested by this legislation, do they not? 

Secretary Prke. That is correct. 

Mr. Ikarp. You do break off in certain echelons. People get out 
of the pool, so to speak, but for general purposes, you do have opera- 
tive motor pools. 

Secretary Pike. Yes, sir. The concept of the motor pool has been 
in force for some years. This is not a new concept. 

Mr. Ikarp. What has been your operating experience about the 
efficiency of these pools with regard to numbers involved? At what 
point do you reach the point of diminishing returns, in other words? 
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Secretary Pike. In the operation of a given motor pool, I think I 
had better decline to try to answer that question as not being an expert 
in the field. However, we have with us today Mr. Earl Smith or 
General Yount or General McNamara—— 

Mr. Ikarp. I do not care who answers the question, but I would 
like to get some idea of how big these pools can get before getting top- 
heavy. 

Secretary Prxe. Of course, like anything else, centralization and 
central control can get to the point of diminishing returns and where 
you are not accomplishing any savings. ‘They become topheavy from 
an administrative standpoint. 

The same principle applies to procurement. Up to a certain point 
there is advantage in accumulating requirements of certain single 
types of items, but beyond that point there is no price saving involved 
and your system is better when you accomplish more decentralization. 

These motor pools are located all over the country in urban centers, 
and I have been quite surprised to find a high degree of competence and 
know-how among the men in the military departments in these matters3 

Mr. Ikarp. ‘his act contemplates what would amount to a big 
pool in the Washington area, doesn’t it? 

Secretary Pike. That doesn’t specify that. 

Mr. Ikarp. I know that, but that is what we are all thinking, 
anyway. 

That is important and I would like to have that question answered 
as to what the experience of the military has been. I know you have 
been operating these pools for a number of years. I would like to 
know when, approximately, do you reach the point of diminishing re- 
turns? How big can you get? 

Secretary Prke. I am sure that the experts can give you the answer. 
We have found some 30 motor pools operating in the Department of 
Defense in the Washington area. We have taken an inventory of the 
number of administrative automobiles and trucks that are so involved 
and we are making a careful analysis of the mission. Some of them 
are connected with Walter Reed Hospital, Fort Belvoir, and we have 
a Pentagon pool. All of those are undergoing an intensive revision 
at the present time. 

Mr. Ikarp. I realize you can’t answer a question like that speci- 
fically because it is debatable, but I would like to have somebody who 
has had some experience on an operating level to give their idea on 
that. 

Secretary Pike. Can you answer that question, General Yount? 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF MAJ, GEN. PAUL YOUNT, CHIEF OF 
TRANSPORTATION, UNITED STATES ARMY 


General Yount. Some of the motor pools are quite large. For ex- 
ample, at Fort Benning it is as high as 1,500 vehicles and has gone up 
as high as 1,700. They move personnel to the schools and hospitals, 
and so forth. 

I think the question of efficiency and economy of pooling is also a 
question of geography. At that place we have found it economical 
to operate it as a single motor pool. Generally throughout the Army 
we have a single motor pool on the branches. In the metropolitan 
areas, we have found it generally more economical to have several 
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pools to reduce the deadhead in mileage from an installation and back 
again. That accounts for the larger number of motor pools in Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. Ikarp. Do you have any idea from your experience of how 
many vehicles it would take to carry a load here? Do you know 
what that would be? 

General Yount. I have the detail of the number of vehicles assigned 
in the Washington area. 

Mr. Ikarp. What is the figure? 

General Yount. The total figure on vehicles; for the Army we 
operate 11 establishments and we include such places as Fort Belvoir 
and it includes 1,140 vehicles operating out of 11 motor pools. 

Mr. Ikarp. Those are passenger vehicles? 

General Yount. No. Limiting it to passenger vehicles, the total 
number is 340; 1,140 is the total of all vehicles. 

Mr. Ikarp. And the other 700 are what? 

General Yount. That is everything from a motor scooter to a 50-ton 
semitrailer combination. 

Mr. Ikarp. That is all types of motor vehicles. 

General Yount. Yes, sir, and in this definition you classify 
trailer as a separate vehicle independent from the tractor. 

Mr. Ikarp. A tractor and a trailer unit is two? 

General Yount. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ikarp. And down to a motor scooter which you might count 
as one? 

General Yount. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ikarp. Do you know how many vehicles the other departments 
of the Government have that might be included in this big pool if we 
had some plan like this legislation contemplates? 

General Yount. The total number of vehicles for all services in- 
cluding the Marine Corps which is included with the Navy’s figures, 
is 2,923. Of that number, 812 might be classified as passenger 
carrying. That would be sedans, station wagons, and motorbuses. 

Mr. Ikarp. In other words then, you have in the Washington area 
in the Navy and Army about 1,152 passenger-carrying vehicles. 

General Yount. No, sir. It is 812-for all services in the Washing- 
ton area. 

Mr. Ikarp. I misunderstood. 

General Yount. That is broken down 598 for sedans and station 
wagons and 214 for buses. 

Mr. Ikarp. That is all of the military? 

General Yount. That is correct. And I point out again that that 
includes establishments as far removed as Fort Belvoir. 

Mr. Ikarp. This pool would probably cover Fort Belvoir, too. 

General Yount. That is the type of installation in which you must 
consider the geographic location because it would not be economical 
to furnish motor bus service to Fort Belvoir from the city of Wash- 
ngton. 

Mr. Ikarp. Do you have any knowledge how many vehicles 
there are belonging to the other departments of the Government? 

General Yount. No, I do not. I know that the Department of 
Defense is far and away the biggest owner and user of transportation, 
but I do not know the comparable figure. 

Mr. Ikard. Mr. Chairman, have we been given that information? 
Is anybody here who does know? 
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FURTHER STATEMENT OF JOHN HANSON, CHIEF, MOTOR EQUIP- 
MENT BRANCH, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Hanson. I can give you that information in a second. The 
civil agency has 1,935 ‘vehicles in the metropolitan area, and that 
includes 475 automobiles, 106 station wagons, and 19 buses. The 
rest are trucks. 

Mr. Ikarp. General Yount, you have been working with these 
pools for a long time? 

General Younr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ikarp. Do you have any idea based on your experience, and 
you know a little bit about the flow of traffic in the District and the 
Washington area; in your past judgment and I realize you cannot 
tell exactly, but how many vehicles would it take in a pool to serve 
the Washington area, the whole thing, military and civil? 

General Yount. In a single pool, I would not expect to save any- 
thing because you would increase the deadheading and lost time on 
vehicles by section action. You would have to operate by subpools. 

The question has been asked regarding what steps were taken as 
to the number of vehicles. The Army has a requirement that every 
motor vehicle pool be surveyed at least annually. Our actual experi- 
ence is that we are doing it semiannually, to insure that the utilization 
of a motor vehicle is up and there is no better solution to the problem. 
It has resulted in a considerable reduction in motor vehicles and in 
the last several years because the actual survey work is done under 
the control of the Continental Armies and the Military District of 
Washington, to insure that surplus personnel and vehicles are 
separated. 

As Chief of Transportation I have four teams, nationwide that go 
out and spot check to try to pare our requirements down to the 
absolute minimum to meet the needs of the Nation, transportation- 
wise. 

Mr. Ikarp. Based on your experience, would you say that the mere 
fact that you were going to consolidate all these vehicles under one 
authority and bring “them into a unit of operation, so to speak, does 
that necessarily mean you will save any money? 

General Yount. I would say it did not because we feel that central- 
ization in itself does not imply monetary savings. As a matter of 
fact, in all three services, we have certain decentralization in all of 
our motor-pool operations because we do not consider it practical to 
totally centralize. It goes from the Department level down to the 
Continental Armies and in turn on down to individual establishments, 
but the higher headquarters are sending out survey teams periodically 
to review the work and insuring that they are doing the most efficient 
and economical possible job. But to centralize all these would not 
mean economy. I doubt it, sir. 

Mr. Ikarp. One of the questions that I had in mind, and I am 
considering you as an expert in this matter because you have had 
considerable experience in the type of pools that this act contemplates 
even though it has been a military pool that you are familiar with, 
in operation they are very much the same. 

General Yount. Yes, sir. They are essentially the same. 

Mr. Ixkarp. Now, based on your experience, and I know this is 
merely a matter of opinion which I am asking and I do not want to 
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be repetitious about it, but if all the military vehicles in the Wash- 
ington area were consolidated as we contemplate them here, do you 
think, based on your experience, that there would be any substantial 
saving? 

General Yount. We do not. 

Mr. Ikarp. I am not asking you for what we, the Department of 
Defense think specifically. I am asking you, the general, what you 
think personally? 

General Yount. The answer is I do not. And in my position I 
have final responsibility for the Department of the Army in connec- 
tion with this action and the number of motor pools we are operating 
is subject to review and wherever we can consolidate economically, 
we do, and the other services perform the same action. 

We find that due to geographical location, pooling and consolida- 
tion is not’ a simple answer and is not the single answer. 

Mr. Ikarp. That is right, and it is something that may vary and 
obviously vary with the difference in the flow of traffic and of people. 

General Younr. That is correct, sir. In metropolitan areas we 
lose a great deal of time going from a central location to a user and 
returning. In the less populous areas, we do not have traflic to over- 
come, but we still have the problem of lost time because of the geo- 
graphical distances involved. 

Mr. Ikarp. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Brooks, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Brooks. Might I ask you this question, General: Do you think 
that the centralization of vehicle control will improve the efficiency 
to the ultimate users of these vehicles? 

General Yount. I do not. I cannot see how it would. 

We have existing in the Department of Defense and in the three 

ilitary departments controls now that are quite specific and the whole 
overall program is not new. We have mentioned the question of a 
new panel. There was a panel in the Munitions Board which the cur- 
rent panel replaced. There have been continuous studies to provide 
the same overall policy management so as to reduce the cost because we 
recognize that they are high and it is incumbent upon us to lower that 
in every way we can. By virtue of being very large operators, we do 
have a sizable establishment and the biggest establishment in the way 
of motor vehicles in the Federal Government. We think that they 
are effective. They certainly are active and we have no illusions that 
we have reached the ultimate in organization and economy. We have 
many things to develop and are being implemented from time to time. 
One of the most recent ones is the diversion to commercial shops of our 
work. Instead of performing maintenance work in our own pool shops 
we are trying to put all we can in the hands of the dealers and the 
distributors of the equipment, and wherever they are close enough at 
hand to do it economically, we do do it that way. 

In the case of these commercial-type vehicles, we are eliminating the 
storing and stockage of spare parts, thereby saving inventory and in 
many cases reducing the dead lifetime of a vehicle because it is always 
the one part you do not have that is required to put a vehicle back in 
service. We are finding we are doing much better by going to the 
Chevrolet or White dealer locally and getting the part from them and 
putting it on the vehicle ourselves, and if it is a major job, taking it 
to the dealer and having him put it on the vehicle for us. That type 
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of thing is progressive and it is constantly spreading and will reduce 
our requests for funds for the motor vehicles. 

Mr. Brooks. You do not think th: at the General Services Adminis- 
tration could do a better job, do you? 


General Yount. | would not say that, sir. There would tend to be 
an area of overlapping which is at prese nt not existing. We are still 
the user. There would still be all that series of reports that would be 


required to be furnished by the using agency which would be increased 
in the event General Services were pooling the Defense Department 
vehicles. 

Mr. Brooks. It might even increase the administrative cost? 

General Yount. I think it would. I would expect that. 

Mr. Brooks. If, as you say, they would not save any money and 
would not be as efficient and might be less efficient and more expen- 
sive, what is the advantage of this legislation? 

General Younr. My answer to that is that we are requesting that 
the Department of Defense be exempt because we feel we are doing a 
job. I am not saying that the General Services Administration cannot 
operate motor vehicles. I am saying under the particular terms and 
conditions confronting the military departments, we feel that our 
operation is as satisfactory and efficient as can be made by a different 
agency and by inserting another degree of control, and we would only 
be developing duplication and a lack of economy would result from 
certain overlapping and not from any particular claim that other 
people cannot operate satisfactorily. 

We have in being the establishment of personnel and facilities to 
carry out this work which we have developed through the years and 
in that respect the military services are far ahead of any agency of 
Government in the establishment to support these operations and to 
operate in a field. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Caatrman. Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack. Can you see any effect in the conflict of authority 
without any regard to the efficiency and economy, and so forth? If 
this bill passed, what about the one agency having superior authority 
over the Defense Department, for example? 

General Yount. Yes, we feel that it is an invasion of the command 
prerogative, both as to Defense and the other individual services 
themselves. 

For example, take Fort Belvoir in the event of an emergency, 
certainly I think the Congress and the people expect the commander 
of that post to assume command and take action. It would be 
peculiar situation in which his motor vehicle capability was responsive 
to another commander. I presume again that there will be a coop- 
erative spirit about it, and what we are talking about is not how per- 
sonalities will make it. Whether one is regarding it a business aspect 
or a military aspect, the man who has the responsibility should have 
the authority over that motor pool, and I do not think the General 
Services Administration should be in a position to command the Fort 
Belvoir motor pool. 

Mr. McCormack. The man in the field has command. 

General Yount. Not if it is included in this bill in the Washington 
area. 
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Mr. McCormack. The commander in the field is in command of 
all immediate situations. He has got broad authority, isn’t that 
correct? 

General Yount. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Even the President hesitates to challenge the 
commander in the field. 

General Yount. The reason I said an emergency arising not out 
of war is that one does expect responsive action from a commander 
of a unit. If there is an attack, which is a prelude to war, again he 
must have complete control of that facility, both people and equip- 
ment. I assume people will cooperate, but organizationally, I would 
not recommend it, and I would not say it was sound. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Riehlman, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Rrexsiman. General, in a situation that you have just dealt 
with in connection with Fort Belvoir, how many tactical types of 
vehicles would be involved? 

General Yount. I am not talking about the tactical ones. Fort 
Belvoir has 457 vehicles and those are defined as follows: 45 in sedans 
and station wagons, 45 in motor buses, and 367 in all other categories, 
which again includes the whole gamut. 

The buses are down there in order to move students from one area 
of instruction to another, and occasionally they are used to move 
demonstrations off the reservation. But all the vehicles at Fort 
Belvoir are not assigned to tactical units. We are trying to reduce 
the use of our tactical vehicles to the minimum of tactical require- 
ments because we do a much more efficient job in utilizing commercial 
vehicles for some of the purposes on the post, those which have been 
in the past performed by tactical vehicles. The vehicles are more 
expensive by virtue of their requirements for certain added capabili- 
ties. We are stressing the importance of putting as many missions 
on our administrative fleets and thereby conserving our tactical fleet 
as we possibly can. 

Mr. Rrenvoan. If this legislation becomes law, your feeling is that 
Fort Belvoir, being quite a distance from the metropolitan area, that 
the jurisdiction given to the General Services Administration would 
be impractical, is that right? 

General Yount. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rrentman. I do not know whether this figure has been given 
or not, General Yount, but how many vehicles in whole Defense 
{stablishment would be affected by this legislation? 

General Yount. As the services are viewed, it amounts to 136,000 
in the continental United States. They are divided as follows, and 
these are approximate round figures; the Army has 35,000, the Navy 
has 43,000, and the Air Force has 58,000. 

The reason for the larger figure in the other two services is that all 
of their vehicles come in under this administrative designation. 

Mr. Riexuman. Maybe this figure has been given too, but for 
comparison’s sake, I would like to know if there is someone in the 
departments who can give us information as to how many vehicles 
there are in the other agencies? 

Mr. Hanson. There are 96,000 commeréial-type vehicles in the 
civil agencies in the United States. 
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Mr. Rreximan. In other words, the Department of Defense has 
approximately one-third more than the other civil agencies? 

Mr. Hanson. They reported 164,000 commercial-type vehicles in 
the United States, Territories, and possessions, July 1, 1953. Civil 
agencies had 96,000. 

The concept of this bill as it has been testified to here only con- 
templates 100 motor pools in an area of high concentration and it 
does, as written, exempt such vehicles as those at Fort Belvoir which 
are on regularly assigned camps and posts. 

Mr. RrenuMan. Apparently there is a misunderstanding on the 
part of the general as to the provisions of this bill. Is it your under- 
standing that Fort Belvoir would be exempt? 

General Yount. It is so construed in the metropolitan area. There 
is confusion and ambiguity in this definition, and one cannot draw 
anything but that conclusion. 

If you will read section 1, subsection (b) of the bill, there it places 
on the Administrator the authority to determine exemptions and it 
includes remote locations and vehicles om maneuvers and field ex- 
ercises 

For example, in the Air Force, in case of maneuvers such as Flash- 
burn, they would withdraw vehicles from their airbase, and use them in 
the maneuver area. The Army would have some, but in the main 
theirs would be tactical in the nature. In the final definition, the 
tactical vehicles would presumably be exempt because of the wording 
which is not clear as to what the scope would be. 

Mr. Jonas. Page 9 of the bill takes care of that. May I read it. 

Mr. RieuumMan. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. It states on page 9 of the bill, line 15: 

(e) The term “motor vehicle’? means any vehicle self-propelled or drawn by 
mechanical power, designed and operated principally for highway transportation 
of property or passengers, exclusive of any vehicle designed and used for field 
training, combat or tactical purposes, or used principally in the confines of a 
regularly established military post, camp, or depot. 

That was intended to exclude the vehicles at Fort Belvoir and similar 
installations. 

Mr. Rrensitman. As the author of the bill, is it your opinion and 
intent that camps such as Fort Belvoir would be exempt? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ikarp. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rieuiman. Yes. 

Mr. Ikarp. If Fort Belvoir is exempt, that means it is coming out 
of the present military pool or arrangement that is operating now and 
would set up a separate one, separate from this area proposition? 

Mr. Jonas. I think there might be a number of pools operated, 
some within the agency. 

Mr. Ikarp. I am talking from the administrative standpoint; it 
would be in a position to have certain vehicles to service Fort Belvoir 
under the General Services Administration and others that were 
exempt under some administrative determination, and I am sorry this 
is not as clear to me as to some others, but I think there is a twilight 
zone as to the vehicles involved. 

Mr. RrexuMan. I would like to have this clarified, too. As I 
understand what Mr. Jonas has to say, his thinking on this matter 
and what the bill provides for, is if Fort Belvoir were exempt, the 
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General Services Administration would have no jurisdiction over any 
of the vehicles operated out of that camp, is that right? 

Mr. Jonas. That is right, and I think there would be many motor 
vehicles owned by agencies of the Government that would never be 
brought within the control of the General Services Administration. 
This bill contemplates that these pools will be created only in areas of 
dense vehicular population. 

Mr. Rieuuman, Like Washington, D. C., and many others? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes, sir, but not in a military installation out in a 
remote section of the country. 

General Yount. Based upon the bill, the decision as to what is a 
remote location, is vested in the General Services Administration 
Administrator. 

Mr. Jonas. I think the language is clear to me where it says on 
page 9, line 19, of the bill: 

Or used principally within the confines of a regularly established military post, 
camp, or depot 

I think that is clear language and those vehicles are excepted from 
the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. Rrexuman. Mr. Lipscomb, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Lirscoms. Yes, Mr. Chairman. General Yount, what was 
this 136,000 figure that you gave us? 

General Yount. That is the total number of vehicles of the Depart- 
ment of Defense that, under the heading of ‘Administrative motor 
vehicles” as distinguished from those assigned to tactical organiza- 
tions 

Mr. Lipscoms, And they would be assigned under this act? 

General Yount. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lirescoms. Could I ask the man from the General Services 
Administration a question, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. Didn’t you mention 260,000? 

Mr. Hanson. The Military Department reported July 1, 1953, 
that they had 164,000 vehicles which were then listed as administra- 
tive-type vehicles. 

General Yount. I think Mr. Hanson is including the vehicles of 
the Military Department used overseas. That would raise the figure 
materially. It was our understanding that this was in the United 
States only. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Is that your understanding, Mr. Hanson? 

Mr. Hanson. My understanding was that these were vehicles within 
the United States, Territories, and possessions only. 

General Yount. This is the General Services Administration report, 
and it shows a total of 96,534 in the civilian agencies of the Govern- 
ment, and in the Department of Defense 164,260, for a total of 
260,794. 

Mr. Rrexuman. That is the total of the two, the civilian and the 
defense agency. 

General Yount. Yes, sir; and some of our vehicles operate in over- 
seas locations. I do not have breakouts of those overseas, located 
within United States, Territories, and possessions. 

Operating overseas in the administrative field, the Department of 
Defense has an additional 77,000, or a total of 213,000 worldwide. 
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Mr. Lipscoms. The figures still do not agree. Perhaps there is 
some misinterpretation of what vehicles would come under this act. 

General Yount. The reason they do not agree is because the defini- 
tion is based upon design characteristics or type. It is based upon 
usage and area of use. There are in use in the military departments 
and specifically by the Army, and we are still using a sizable number 
of World War II vebicles in our administrative work in the United 
States, but in my figure of 136,000 in the United States, I am using 
the vehicles by the use. The question is, are they performing an 
administrative function on a post and not assigned to a tactical organ- 
ization? They will not exactly agree, Mr. Lipscomb. 

Mr. Lirescoms. In your 136,000 figure, did you delete the vehicles 
on the posts? 

General Yount. No, those are all vehicles by the administrative 
use, and not by location and that includes everything from Fort 
Bliss, Tex., to the Pentagon motor pool, providing the usage is ad- 
ministrative and not confined under a tactical unit. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Under strict adherence to this bill, you don’t know 
how many vehicles would come under this? 

General Yount. No, we don’t have it broken down in that form. 

Mr. Liepscoms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Rresiman. Mrs. St. George, do you have any questions? 

Mrs. Sr. GeorGe. Is it your understanding that where the term 
“tactical vehicle” is used or for tactical purposes that that will be 
determined by the Department of Defense? My question is directed 
to the author of the bill? In other words, they will determine 
whether a sedan is a tactical vehicle or not. From their testimony, I 
gather that a great many of those vehicles are so classed. 

Mr. Jonas. If the Department of Defense should recommend 
ordinary sedan painted a conventional color, such as black, is a 
tactical vehicle, | would object to such a construction. 

Mrs. St. Georce. That is what I would like to have cleared up. 
It is a very difficult thing to decide. I can see no reason why the 
Department of Defense, if they want to do so, should not simply 
classify all their vehicles as being at times probably necessary for 
tactical purposes. 

Mr. Jonas. It was certainly not my intention to have that deter- 
mination made. 

Mrs. Sr. GeorGce. Don’t you feel that it might be so interpreted 
by perhaps a little stretch of the imagination, and not too big a 
stretch of the imagination at that? 

Mr. Jonas. I can see how someone might give it that interpretation. 

Mrs. St. Grorcr. It has occurred to me that that might very 
easily happen. 

General Yount. If you leave out the question of color, there are 
a great many sedans that do classify in our opmion as tactical. For 
example, in the Military Police, we find that where the road conditions 
are not too difficult we should substitute for our standard vehicle, the 
jeep in those companies, and use light sedans because the cost of a 
light sedan is just about one half of that of a jeep. Its operating costs 
are considerably lower. We are utilizing in those companies, where 
road conditions permit, light sedans. 

For example, in Pusan, Korea, all of my units were equipped with 
1941 and 1942 vehicles that had been in the Second World War and 
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had been rebuilt by the Japanese. The anti-aircraft outfits in the 
United States are in the process of being converted, but the area of 
use is such that we can expect solid ros vds and we do not need to pay 
the additional premium for special purpose units, and so again, in 
the sedan, there is a double purpose. 

[ would grant you if it is painted black, that is a different story, 
but there are very few of them that are painted black and that is 
only on special assignments. 

Mrs. St. Georce. That is exactly the point I would want to bring 
out. I think if this bill came along we would still have to allow the 
Defense Department to determine what a tactical vehicle was. I do 
not think that the bill takes that right away from them. 

General Yount. I would like to point out the wording again in 
section, subsection (b) of the bill, which appears on page 2, beginning 
at line 21, where it says: 

The Administrator shall have authcrity, from time to time, either on his own 
initiative or upon application by any executive agency cr agencies, to exempt 
any executive agency or any activity or type of property from action taken 
under this subsection, whenever such exemption is necessary for the efficient 
conduct cf the activities of the agency concerned to its use of mctor vehicles in 
(i) remote locations; (ii) field activities requiring continuous operations; (iii) 
security, law enforcement. and investigative activities; and (iv) military field 
trairing, and practical uses. The Administrator shal], so far as precticable, 
provide eny of the services specified in this subsection to any Federal agency, 
mixed ownership corpcraticn (as defined in the Government Corporation Control 
Act), 01 the Distiict of Columbia, upon its request. 

There is the point that the Secretary has raised here, that the 
decision is vested in the Administrator, either upon his own initiative 
or upon a specific application and that the Secretary of Defense may 
apply for an exemption on these vehicles under the language of this 
bill. 

Mrs. Sr. GrorGe. Does that have a correction there? Wouldn’t 
that be corrected to leave that authority with the Department of 
Defense? Do you determine yourself what are tactical vehicles? 

General Yount. We were asking for specific exemptions. I 
do not think there was intention not to cooperate where it was to our 
advantage. We are very definitely interested in economy. But 
the question of the decision, we feel, should be vested in the Secretary 
of Defense. 

Mr. Jonas. I tried to take out of the purview of this bill altogether 
vehicles that are used for tactical purposes. I did not understand 
that tactical purpose vehicles would be used in the District of Columbia 
or in metropolitan areas 

For example, the general has testified that in Washington, D. C., 
there are 812 vehicles operated by the military. He has also testified 
that they operate a motor pool. But I understand that only 125 of 
those motor vehicles are in the motor pool. I am trying to get some 
kind of control over the remaining 687 vehicles in the Washington 
metropolitan area and in similar areas throughout the country. I 
had no intention to try to control tactical vehicles. 

Mr. Riesuman. Mr. Ikard. 

Mr. Ikarp. Mr. Pike, what would be the position of the Depart- 
ment of Defense in view of the present condition and the possibility 
of a national emergency where we might have to have immediate 
mobilization and immediate control of all vehicles? What would be 
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the attitude of the Department of Defense in taking over the operation 
of this pool in the position that the General Services Administration 
is now contemplating to be in this act? In other words, substituting 
the Department of Defense for the General Services Administration? 

General Yount. I think in effect that the Department of Defense 
is charged with and accepting that responsibility. We are operating 
not one pool in the Washington area, but according to my information, 
approximately 30 different pools, all of which have been established 
as a result of studies and which pools are subject to change and 
diminution. I think that is probably the best answer to the question. 

Mr. Rreuuman. Mr. Jonas. 

Mr. Jonas. May I say I got my figure of 125 vehicles from the 
May 1 issue of the Army-Navy-Air Force Register. 

Mr. Ikarp. That is in this area, Washington? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes, sir. 

General Yount. The 125 are the only ones pooled, is that right? 

Mr. Jonas. It says the pool now operates 125 vehicles. 

General Yount. I would presume that that referred to the Penta- 
gon motor pool alone, and that pool has a total of 148 vehicles out 
of the total of 2,923, which I said were operated in what we construed 
to be the metropolitan area of Washington. 

Mr. Jonas. Let us see if we can find out how many are not in pools. 

General Yount. There are none not in the pools. These are some 
of the pools, Mr. Jonas. 

Mr. I[karp. Let us read the pools into the record, and the number 
of vehicles in each one of those pools. 

General Yount. For the Army, under the general heading of 
departinental, we have at the Pentagon 148 vehicles. 

Now under the subheading of field activities, in the metropolitan 
Washington, D. C., area, the Army Map Service has 40 vehicles; the 
Walter Reed Hospital has 70, Fort McNair has 38, and the district 
engineers have 57. 

In the State of Virginia at Fort Belvoir there are 457; at Arling- 
ton Hall Station there are 49; at Cameron Station there are 76; at 
Fort Myer there are 114; at Vint Hill Farms Station there are 37; 
and at the Command and Administrative Communication Agency at 
Fort Myer there are 54. 

In the State of Maryland, there are none. There is a grand total 
of 1,140 for the Army. Now, those are administrative vehicles. 

Now, we come to the Navy and under the main heading of depart- 
mental at the Arlington motor pool in Virginia there are 88 vehicles, 

Under the subject of field activities in the District of Columbia, 
the Navy has at the naval air station in Anacostia 106; at the naval 
receiving station, 65; at the Naval Gun Factory there are 169; at 
the Naval Research Laboratory there are 104; at the naval security 
station there are 33; at the Naval Observatory there are 5. 

In the State of Virginia, at the Potomac River Naval Command 
there are 339. 

In the State of Maryland, the Navy has at the Naval Hydrographic 
Office in Suitland 15; at the Naval Ordnance Laboratory at White 
Oak 193; at the Naval Medical Center in Bethesda there are 31; at 
the Taylor Model Basin there are 36; and at the naval radio station 
in Cheltenham there are 22. 

That is a grand total for the Navy of 1,206. 
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The Marine Corps has no departmental pool as such. 

Its field activities include the 13 Infantry Naval Gun Factory 
which has 7; the Marine Barracks has 13. In the State of Virginia 
they have their headquarters battalion at Henderson Hall and have 
69 there. 

In the State of Maryland, they have none. 

That makes a grand total for the Marine Corps of 89. 

Then for the Air Force under the main heading of departmental 
at the Pentagon they have eight vehicles. 

Coming under field activities in the District of Columbia they have 
at Bolling Air Force Base 236. 

In Virginia, they have none. 

In Maryland at Andrews Air Force Base, they have 244. 

So the grand total for the Air Force is 488. 

The grand total for this is 2,923 and all the vehicles in that total 
that I have enumerated are incorporated in 30 motor pools operated 
by the services. 

Eleven are operated by the Army; 13 by the Navy: 3 by the Marine 
Corps, and 3 by the Air Force in the so-called metropolitan Washington 
area. 

Mr. Ikarp. Is every vehicle that you have that is not of a tactical 
nature ina pool? We are talking about the Washington area. 

General Yount. The only possible exception might be those as- 
signed to the recruiting service. As a general statement, there are 
none not assigned to pools. 

Mr. Ikarp. I am talking as a general policy, every vehicle that 
you have. 

General Yount. That has been policy for some time to get all these 
administrative vehicles pooled and to reduce the number of pools to 
the minimum that strength and geographic location will permit. It 
is a common policy of the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Ikarp. If we may get to the operation of one of these pools, 
say one at the Pentagon or any other one, how do they operate? I 
mean suppose I wanted a car and wanted to go some place. How 
did you come here, for example? 

General Yount. In every office there are certain individuals 
authorized to request transportation for individual purposes. In my 
office my secretary is one of the authorized persons to call on the 
Pentagon motor pool for transportation and for people in my office. 
I regret I cannot say how many, but there are less than a handful of 
people in my office permitted to make direct applications for such 
transportation. They call the dispatcher at the motor pool. 

Mr. Ikarp. Once they get that transportation and, say, someone 
in your office wants to come over here to testify before a committee or 
do some other thing, and there is someone in the office authorized to 
order transportation—— 

General Yount. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ikarp. Did they come over here and does the transportation 
wait for them? 

General Yount. No, sir. 

Mr. Ixarp. Is that radio controlled, or do you do it by telephone? 

General Yount. It is on a drop basis. They then have to call 
again. If they are here for 15 minutes or 5 hours, they would have to 
call again for a car. Only where a messenger is delivering, when it 
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is known that that is a matter of going up to the office and returning, 
would that vehicle be held. 

It was mentioned in the General Services Administration testi- 
mony that we had recently introduced radio-controlled vehicles on 
certain cars in metropolitan Washington. Actually, the services have 
been using radio control for many years. We have installed 10 sets 
in a radio-control pool in the Pentagon to determine whether we can 
realize the economies we have realized in certain other places. 

We tried that out in Fort Eustis to try to determine whether we 
could afford to pay $500 for a radio set to put ona car, the radio 
costing half as much as the vehicle itself. In this case, we feel that 
we could and it was worth experimenting with and we tried it out on 
10 vehicles. If it pays off, we would expand that service to reduce 
the deadhead mileage to a minimum. 

Insofar as the local transportation situation is concerned, the De- 
partment of Defense runs nine bus routes and there are buses coming 
up to Capitol Hill between my office and the Pentagon. My offices 
are in the airport. 

I would like to assure this committee that I ride the bus at least 10 
times for every time | have to call a car. The instances in which | 
call a car personally, and this is a personal statement, when I am in the 
Pentagon after the bus service ceases to operate at night or | am called 
between the 20 minutes headway on a very short notice to go over 
there. 

Mr. Ikarp. How many vehicles are assigned to individuals? 

General Yount. The limitation on that is to the heads of the 
department such as the Secretaries and the Chief of Staff and the Vice 
Chief of Staff. The Chief of Transportation of the Army has a very 
difficult time getting a piece of transportation, I assure you. 

Mr. Ikarp. Then all your vehicles are in pools? 

General Yount. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ikarp. And the only individuals assigned to automobiles in 
the armed services are the heads of the departments, for the Army, 
the Air Force, and the Navy. 

General Yount. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ikarp. And then the chiefs of staff. 

General Yount. And the vice chief of staff. 

Mr. RienuMan. Mr. Pilcher, do you have a question? 

Mr. Pincuer. Did I understand you to say that those 2-way 
radio units cost $500 apiece? 

General Yount. I believe I am correct in that. 

Mr. Pitcuer. The Army is getting gypped. 

General Yount. And the maintenance costs are considerable, con- 
sidering the transmitters involved, tco, sir. 

Mr. Pitcuer. I bought 125 of them for the State of Georgia on 
their police 2-way cars at less than $500 apiece, and that included 13 
towers for transmitting. 

Mr. Rrewuman. Mr, Meader, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Meaper. I have 1 or 2 questions about your statement, Mr. 
Pike. 

You said: 

Numerous management surveys have been made by the military departments 
and action taken for the centralization for control and the consolidation of 


individual vehicles into motor pools, as well as the merger of existing pools into 
larger pools. 
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I am curious to know how many management surveys or engineer- 
ing surveys the Defense Department or any of the branches of the 
armed services have made since the beginning of World War II. 

Secretary Pike. 1 cannot give you the precise answer to that 
question. I believe the representatives of the three services may be 
able to give it to you. 

Mr. Meaper. I wonder if it would be possible to furnish this com- 
mittee with a summary of the studies, the engineering studies made 
of this problem since the year 1940, giving the name of the con- 
tracting firm, whatever engineering firm was employed, and the cost 
of the contract and I wish there would be some way of showing with 
respect to each one of these surveys just what results were obtained. 

Secretary Pixs. I would be very happy to get the information you 
desire. 

Mr. Meaper. We find so frequently that in connection with ques- 
tions raised by congressional committees that the statement has been 
given that it has been under study for years, but nothing happens, 
and then all of a sudden when the committee asks questions, econ- 
omies are effected. 

By the way, I think the request should come from the committee 
rather than from me for the summary of this matter of surveys of 
economies. I would like to move that the committee request the 
Defense Department to submit a chronological itemization of the 
various studies that have been made on this problem, the name of 
the firm that conducted the study, and the cost paid by the Govern- 
ment for those studies, and if possible a summary of reforms that 
have been accomplished as a result of each of such studies. 

Mr. Rrenutman. Could we ask the general if that information is 
available? 

General Yount. I am sure we can obtain it. I do not have it 
with me. 

Mr. Riexntman, I think without any objection from the committee, 
we will request you to furnish to the committee, General, at your 
earliest convenience, that information. 

General Yount. I will be glad to do that. 

See exhibit 18, p. 166. 

Mr. Rresuman. Mr. Brownson. 

Mr. Brownson. Will that indicate whether they were made after 
the request or for the purposes of testifying before the committee? 

Mr. Rresiman. That will be very informative. 

Mr. Meaper. Mr. Pike, to go on with your statement you pointed 
out the action now underway within the Defense Department to 
economize on the utilization of motor vehicles, and I know that you 
say there will be a reduction in the current fiscal year of 15,000 for 
administrative use. 

Is that Defense Departmentwide? 

Secretary Pixn. Yes, sir; across the board for all the services. 

Mr. Meaper. I notice that you went on to say that under the cost 
control and utilization control programs of the Navy alone, several 
thousand vehicles alone will be eliminated. 

Secretary Pike. Yes, sir, that is information supplied to me by the 
Navy. We have a witness here today who will be happy to answer 
more detailed questions. 
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Mr. Meaper. You cannot be more specific than several thousand? 

Secretary Pike. | would appreciate the Navy having the oppor- 
tunity to answer that question specifically. 

Mr. RieuuMan, Is there someone from the Navy who can give that 
answer? 


STATEMENT OF COMDR. ROBERT STEWART, DIRECTOR, TRANS- 
PORTATION AND EQUIPMENT DIVISION, BUREAU OF YARDS 
AND DOCKS, NAVY DEPARTMENT 


Commander Stewart. The month of May 1 reduction from the 
month of June 1953 figure, based upon our inventory is a firm and 
known 6,000. We estimate an additional 2,000 between May 1 and 
July 1 of this year. 

Mr. Mraper. May I ask Commander Stewart is that 6,000 a part 
of the 15,000 figure to which I have referred? 

Commander Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Meaper. And the additional amount will be 2,000 more? 

Commander Stewart. That is correct. 

Mr. Meaper. Do you anticipate that in future months, beyond 
July there will be further reductions in inventory of vehicles? 

Commander Stewart. Yes, sir; on our present planned reduction 
in our utilization control prograin, we anticipate, with reasonable 
accuracy, an additional 9,000 reduction between July 1, 1954, and 
July 1, 1955. 

Mr. Mraper. That would be a total of 11,000? 

Commander Stewart. That would be a total of 17,000 for the 
2 fiscal years; 6,000 plus 2,000, plus 9,000. 

Mr. Meaper. This 2,000 is included in the 9,000? 

Commander Stewart. No; the 9,000 is the fiscal year 1955. I 
wanted to give you a firm figure we could check on plus an estimated 
figure from. May to July 1 of this year. 

Mr. Rreu~man. Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack. How are you able to do this? How can you 
make this 17,000 reduction? 

Commander Stewart. By the introduction of a centralized or 
rather a controlled utilization program within the Navy Department. 
We have set up certain criteria to which we require the various 
activities who control motor pools to conform. In other words, the 
utilization must be a certain percentage with the time available and 
those factors are based upon commercial studies which we have made 
and we are requiring our utilization to be very close to that experi- 
enced in comparable commercial operation. 

Mr. McCormack. And in the 2 fiscal years, that will mean a 
17,000 reduction? 

Commander Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. In vehicles to be covered by this particular bill? 

Commander Srewart. All of these are administrative vehicles, 
yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Why didn’t you do it before? 

Commander Stewart. We started this program sometime back. 

Mr. McCormack. What was that? 

Commander Stewart. We started this program sometime back. 

Mr. McCormack. This is the result of the studies? 
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Commander Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. When did the program start? 

Commander Stewart. The authorization for this program as it is 
today is dated September 1953, and signed by the Assistant Seere- 
tary of the Navy. Prior to that time, we have been making studies 
on a continuous basis, not only to reduce the number of the pieces 
of equipment in operation, but the maintenance of those pieces of 
equipment. 

Mr. McCormack. What area does the 17,000 figure cover? 

Commander Stewart. Commercial-type vehicles classified as used 
in the pools or activities or the district headquarters. 

Mr. McCormack. In the continental United States? 

Commander Srewart. Both within and outside. That would 
include Hawaii, Alaska, Panama, and Caribbean. 

Mr. Meaper. May | ask a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rien Man. Yes. 

Mr. Meaper. Mr. Pike, just to clarify the figure of $7 million, is 
that related to the clause between the semicolon, namely, the reference 
to the Navy? 

Secretary Pike. Yes, sir; that has direct reference to the Navy 
program. 

Mr. Meaper. That means, then, that the reduction of the 6,000 
in fiscal year 1954, plus the 2,000 more which will be eliminated 
before the end of this fiscal year, that is, the total elimination of 8,000 
vehicles represents a savings in the Navy Department alone of 
$7 million. 

Commander Stewart. I would like to point out that the $5,600,000 
is the cost of ownership including maintenance, operation, interest on 
our investment and so forth of approximately 8,000 vehicles we will 
reduce during the present fiscal year. 

In addition to that, in connection with this new program intro- 
duced in the Navy last September, we are effecting additional savings 
in our cost of maintenance to the remainder of our vehicle fleet which 
we will still operate. At the present time, it is only 12 percent 
installed and covers about 12 percent of the vehicles, I should say, 
which are in operation. We have already saved in excess of $1,500,000 
by reduction of personnel in our garages. That program extended 
will indicate a saving of approximately $11 million a year. We antici- 
pate this entire installation by November of this calendar year. 

Mr. Meaper. The $7 million figure relates to the saving by the 
Navy in motor vehicle utilization improvement in fiscal year 1954? 

Commander Srewarr. Yes, sir; we are only giving firm figures for 
the $7 million. Anything beyond that is an estimate, but it is con- 
servative and reasonable as to what we expect to do. 

Mr. Meaper. Mr. Pike, might I inquire whether you have similar 
estimates for the Air Force and the Army? You claim significant 
savings, but I would like to have something specific rather than a 
generality. 

Secretary Pike. Specific figures published as the Navy has been 
able to present and bring together for the purposes of this testimony 
are not immediately available to the Army and Air Force. However, 
as I understand it, they are working on the figures to indicate what 
their programs have actually accomplished to date this fic al year 
and the activities that they have had underway in a similar direction, 
that is, reduction in vehicles and improved maintenance and operation. 
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Mr. Meaper. From your familiarity with the system, Mr. Pike, 
would you say that savings in the Army and the Air Force should be 
propor'ionate according to the number of vehicles eliminated to those 
shown in the experience of the Navy? 

Secretary Pike. I am sorry, I do not have enough experience to 
answer that question yet. I think the figures speak for themselves. 
I will be happy to put that request to the Army and the Air Force 
and let the figures that come up answer the question. 

Mr. Meaper. I have an additional question, Mr. Pike. I did not 
find this in your statement, although it may be there. Has there 
been any progress made within the Defense Depariment for the 
consolidation of the administrative mo‘or vehicle activities of the 
several services? Is there any such thing as joint pooling between 
tl e services in various locations, or is there cross-servicing? That is, 
letting the Air Force man ride in a Navy vehicle and that kind of 
thing. 

Secretary Pike. To my knowledge, there has not been cross- 
servicing. Again I will plead insufficient service to discuss detail. 
General Yount might answer that question. 

Mr. McDonoveu. For the benefit of the committee members, let 
me say that I have known Mr. Pike for a number of years. He is a 
very competent and efficient businessman from Los Angeles, Calif., 
and if there is any way to effect economy without injuring the e ficiency 
of the Defense Department, Mr. Pike will find it. 

He was sworn in to the office he now holds about a week ago and we 
know him in California as a man of very high caliber and with a very 
keen business judgment. I think it is reasonable for him to refer to 
some of his subordinates to answer some of the questions at this time. 

Mr. Meapver. I did not mean to embarrass Mr. Pike. I did not 
mean I expected him to answer all these questions from his own 
knowledge, but to call upon such assistance as he might care to get 
the information for the committee. I would be glad to hear from 
General Yount. 

Mr. Brownson and I and som» of the other members of the com- 
mittee met General Yount when he was commander in Pusan of the 
Army supply system there and I would appreciate having the question 
answered by General Yount or anyone else who can answer it. 

Mr. Riewu_man. Mr. Pike, you may call upon anybody you feel is 
qualified to answer it. 

Secretary Prxe. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rreuiman. We worked with Mr. Pike when he was assistant to 
Secretary Thomas and we appreciate his responses given to the com- 
mittee in that department. We have felt he is trying to do a very 
good job following Mr. Thomas’ pattern. 

Mr. McDonovenu. Mr. Chairman, I am not saying this in his 
defense. He needs no defense. 

Secretary Pikn. May I say thank you for those kind words, Con- 
gressman Riehlman and Congressman McDonough. I would like to 
call on General Yount. 

General Yount. I would like to say thanks to Mr. Meader also. 

On your specific question, the Pentagon is cross-servicing where we 
provide service for the Department of Defense, the Navy, the Army, 
and the Air Force. The bulk of the vehicles are Army. There are 
some contributions from the other services. 
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The. Air Force has eight vehicles in the Pentagon motor pool. That 
is one and the same institution. 

The example of Treasure Island in the Navy is an example in which 
the Army, Air Force, and the Marine Corps contribute vehicles to 
the motor pool and it is under the Navy’s operation. 

One of the purposes of this new pattern is to further explore these 
possibilities. The two existing ones have been done under the aegis 
of the study which was mentioned earlier. There is further consider- 
ation and investigation of all of these possibilities. 

Mr. Meaper. If this committee should decide that it is kind of 
mixing oil and water to pool the military with the civilian motor pools, 
do you think it would be feasible to achieve consolidation in the 
Department of Defense? 

General Yount. I would like to pass that one to Secretary Pike. 

Secretary Pike. I woulk like to answer that question and another 
question that the other gentleman recently asked by indirection. 

This most recent panel or task force that was put together was very 
expressly done at my suggestion to Mr. Thomas. I got the O. K. 
from him to carry it out. This is one of many, many very important 
matters brought to my attention since I have been down here, and 
when I first heard there was a possibility of legislation being in- 
troduced on the subject of transportation, I made it a point to find 
out something about transportation and how it was handled and 
motor pools and so forth, and again I want to say that this can be 
definitely classified as something that your committee and the law 
definitely pointed up to me in its action. 

With Mr. Thomas’ permission, I immediately called the Assistant 
Secretaries from the services, the Secretaries for Materiel. I told 
them that I don’t know how good or how bad we are in this area in 
Washington or the other urban areas in the country. However, | 
think that we ought to have a good look at ourselves and, if we need 
improvement, we ought to institute it promptly. These men all 
agreed and designated top men. General Yount was designated by 
Secretary Slezak of the Army. 

General Doyle, of the Air Force, was designated by Robert Lewis. 

Admiral Perry was designated by Secretary Fogler. 

They met with Earl Smith and have had 2 or 3 meetings 
with the primary instructions of looking first of all into the Washing- 
ton situation with respect to the matters under discussion today. 
They have been instructed to look at the whole matter of cross-serv- 
icing to see what is feasible and what is possible and what makes the 
most sense, and believe me, full consideration for the taxpayer’s dollar. 

Mr. Meaper. It would be, in your judgement, much easier to 
achieve consolidation within the Defense Department of pooling the 
motor vehicles belonging to the three armed services than it would be 
to achieve consolidation as between the military administrative ve- 
hicles and civilian administrative vehicles? 

Secretary Pixr. Yes; I imagine it probably would, and I would 
hope that that will come out in the conclusions and recommendations 
which we have asked this group to supply. 

Mr. Meaper. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Riewitman. Mr. Williams, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Wiuuiams. Going back to the definition of motor vehicles, do 
you think there will be any difficulty in establishing whether a vehicle 
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is used principally within the confines of the military posts? Is that 
a hard determination to make or not? 

General Yount. I think there is always an area in which there is a 
possible discussion. These matters are not settled by Mr. Mansure 
and Secretary Wilson and they sometimes get down to some hassles 
when you get down to the levels at which the determinations are made. 

We ask, therefore, that Congress be clear as to what they want. 
If it got to the secretarial level, as far as we are concerned, we would 
expect an ease of agreement. 

Mr. WiutiaMs. Could you say whether the vehicles at Fort Belvoir 
are used principally within the confines of the camp? 

General Yount. There are some of those vehicles that do a great 
deal of over-the-road work. For instance, on Armed Forces Day in 
Washington, those vehicles will come up here. The basis upon which 
they were put there was to move students around the reservation. 
It is pretty difficult to define it because they are seen on the road in 
such moves as that. If we go back to the basis on which they were 
assigned there, it would be rather difficult. 

Mr. Wixturams. Thank you. 

Mr. Rieuuman. Mr. Brownson? 

Mr. Brownson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask General Yount 
a question. I was also a customer of his motor pool in Pusan, Korea. 
I will tell you it is a small miracle how those vehicles operated over 
those broken roads. How you were able to hold together those 1941 
passenger cars the way that you did is a question I have never been 
able to answer, General. I want to pay tribute to that motor pool 
operation. 

I wonder if we are not escaping the fundamental point here. Isn’t 
there a point of diminishing return beyond which increasing the size 
of motor pool operations becomes actually more expensive rather than 
less expensive? 

General Yount. It is very difficult to give you a specific figure 
because geography is so much a part of that and that is why I eye 
out Fort Benning in Georgia as an example. With 1,500 vehicles, 
is most certainly an unusually large pool. It is due to the aang 
of the place and the locations of the schools with respect to the place 
that that size of pool is required. I would not contemplate that a 
motor pool of that magnitude would be effective from the standpoint 
of the Department of Defense. I cannot speak for the civilian de- 
partments because I do not know where their vehicles are and what 
their requirements are. 

Mr. Brownson. I have been following this bill very closely in the 
last Congress and in this Congress. I am wondering if it might not 
be a better bill if we were to set up all agencies except the Department 
of Defense under this bill and then have the Department of Defense 
motor pools operating as they do now under the Department of 
Defense and the three services. My thinking is that we could very 
easily compare your costs of operation with the General Services 
Administration’s costs of operation. I am not sure we would get 
any economy by combining those two large-size operations, at any 
rate, at the start of the program. 

General Yount. That is our opinion, in essence. We feel that we 
can attain these economies within our own structure. Certainly, 
there is the will and the desire to accomplish that. 
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Mr. Brownson. I am not one that believes that, automatically, all 
the merit lies with the General Services Administration. I would like 
to have them set up with a competitor with whom their statistics 
might be compared. 

General Yount. We would be glad to compete on that basis. 

Mr. Brownson. I am afraid if we get this whole thing bound up 
in one organization we may create such a monstrous thing that we 
will have long passed the point of diminishing returns on operat- 
ing economy and efficiency. 

Is the maximum effort being made now to unify armed services 
motor pools? Are you operating in any area where you have the 
Army, Navy, and the Air Force, or two of the branches, operating 
competing facilities? 

Secretary Pike. I cannot answer that question accurately. That 
is one of the answers | hope to get out of this survey that we have put 
together. 

Mr. Brownson. Can we take it that it is your policy to reexamine 
Army, Navy. and Air Force operations with a view to eliminating 
duplication and providing cross-servicing? 

Secretary Pike. That states briefly and excellently the purpose 
for which this survey was made. 

Mr. Brownson. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. RrewitmMan. Acting as chairman, I was requested to adjourn 
the meeting at 12 o’clock and resume the hearings in this room to- 
morrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

So the committee will stand adjourned until that time and I will 
expect that you will be back here, General Yount, and if the Secretary 
feels that he can be here, it might be well for him to be here too. 

Mr. McCormack. If we are through with these gentlemen, why 
do we need them? 

Mr. RienuMan. That is a very good question. Someone might 
like to propound some questions to the general or the Secretary. 

Did you have any questions, Mr. Pilcher? 

Mr. Pitcuer. No. 

Mr. Riesuman. Mr. McDonough, did you have any further 
questions? 

Mr. McDonovenu. No; I have no questions. I think they should 
be excused. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Mr. Pike, did you have something further to say? 

Secretary Pike. Before we adjourn, I would like to ask permission 
to have inserted in the record the statement of General Yount, the 
statement of General MacNamara, and the statement of Commander 
Stewart. 

They have essentially given what is contained therein. We would 
like to have those statements in the record. 

Mr. RigsumMan. Without objection, those three statements will be 
made a part of the record. 

(Statements of Maj. Gen. Paul F. Yount, Brig. Gen. A. T. Mac- 
Namara, and Comdr. Robert S. Stewart are as_ follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Mas. Gen. Pau F. Yount, Cuier oF TRANSPORTATION, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


My is Paul F. Yount, Chief of Transportation, Department of the Army. 
My statement is limited to the provisions of H. R. 8753 relating to motor 
vehicles and motor-pool operations. 
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To provide a basis for review and analysis of the provisions of H. R. 8753 it is 
necessary first to consider the definition of a motor vehicle as set forth in section 
3 (e) thereof. In that it includes a combination of vehicle design or type, the 
purpose for which the vehicle is used, and the area in which it is operated, the 
definition is ambiguous and confusing. However, for the purposes of this state- 
ment the Department of Defense accepts the premise that the definition restricts 
application of the provisions of H. R. 8753 to those motor vehicles of the military 
departments used for “administrative”? purposes. 

The Department of Defense is opposed to H. R. 8753 because the provisions 
thereof violate the basic principles of sound governmental organization and 
businesslike management. If enacted the provisions of H. R. 8753 would remove 
from control of the Secretary of Defense, the management programs, the equip- 
ment, and the trained personnel essential to the successful accomplishment of the 
assigned mission of his Department. Obviously, the head of the agency assigned 
primary responsibility for the national security must not be made subordinate 
to or dependent upon another executive agency for the supply of transportation 
service and equipment required for the national defense. It seems only reasonable 
that the head of any Government agency responsible for the administration and 
operation of his department should have also responsibility for determining the 
most efficient and economical method of providing required transportation service, 
in the same manner as the head of any private business or industrial organization. 
Because of the importance of adequate motor-transport service to the national 
defense, it is imperative that the Secretary of Defense continue to make such 
determinations. 

The military departments have many years of experience in the operation and 
maintenance of hundreds of thousands of motor vehicles used to supply motor- 
transport service to thousands of posts, camps, and stations. These installations 
are located throughout the known world and the vehicles are operated under 
every conceivable type of geographic and climatic condition. Based upon such 
experience the Department of Defense doubts seriously that enactment of the 
legislation proposed in H. R. 8753 would result in increased efficiency and economy 
in the motor-vehicle activities of the military departments. In fact, it appears 
probable that the centralization of control and consolidation of motor vehicles 
and facilities as contemplated by H. R. 8753 would greatly increase overall costs 
while providing less efficient service to the departments involved. 

Much has been said in support of H. R. 8753 to the effect that the provisions 
thereof are in line with the practices and procedures of private business organiza- 
tions and the commercial motor transportation industry. These statements are 
not consistent with the facts. For the most part private industrial organizations 
whose activities are comparable to those of many military installations and depots, 
own and operate the motor vehicles required to provide service within or adjacent 
to their plants. It is evident that such private organizations have found that 
ownership and operational control of required motor vehicles provides more 
efficient and economical service than the use of vehicles or service supplied by 
another agency. Furthermore, it is generally the practice of the commercial 
carriers of passengers and property by motor vehicle to provide only overall 
policy guidance from the headquarters or departmental level with decentralization 
of management and operational control to the level at which the transportation 
service is required. This is evidenced by the fact that all of the major commercial 
trucking companies, food distributing companies and bus operators are organiza- 
tionally separated into operating divisions and subdivisions. 

It has long been recognized that the wide differences in supply problems make 
it undesirable to unify civilian and military supply activities, although there is a 
need for close coordination between the two systems. Motor vehicles are an 
integral part of the military supply system. Under the provisions of H. R. 8753 
the procurement of commercial type vehicles would be merged with civilian supply 
procedures. Such unification of the military and civilian supply svstems would 
undoubtedly have an adverse affect upon the activities of the Department of 
Defense, particularly in times of national emergency or actual warfare. 

Military transportation service is an integral part of all mobilization plans, 
which could not be implemented without some nucleus in trained personnel and 
facilities from which to start. It is imperative that military motor transportation 
service be immediately responsive to the commanders of installations and military 
forces to insure complete mobility, particularly in emergencies. It is vitally 


fp 


important also that the training of personnel who would be responsible for the 
operation and maintenance of motor vehicles on a worldwide basis during periods 
of national emergency or actual warfare be continued. 
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Although only a small part of the worldwide motor vehicle fleet of the military 
departments is used for administrative purposes, no other motor vehicle fleet, 
either governmental or commercial, is of comparable size. Over a period of many 
years the military departments have developed organizations, staffed by highly 
trained personnel, who are responsible for administering the management control 
programs for the operation and maintenance of motor vehicles. The organization 
and trained personnel essential to efficient and economical operation of this fleet 
of vehicles is not available to any other agency. 

The programs of the military departments for the management control of the 
administrative vehicle fleet are active, effective, and constantly improving. 
Motor vehicles are used to supply only the minimum essential administrative 
transportation service reauired in support of military missions and functions. 
The operation and utilization of such vehicles is continuously and critically 
reviewed to assure the efficient operation and maximum utilization of each vehicle. 

Under the management programs of the military departments motor vehicles 
used for administrative purposes are maintained in accordance with the procedures 
and practices followed by commercial organizations and are not maintained to the 


high degree recuired when such vehicles are used for tactical purposes. To the 
extent determined to be economically feasible in each case, militarv administrative 
motor vehicles are maintained commercially. Procedures have been established 


for the local procurement of repair parts from commercial sources therebv elimi- 
nating the excessive deadline time which results when repair parts are rec ui: itioned 
from central supply depcts. The time formerly recuired for frecuent maintenance 
inspections cf administrative motor vehicles has been materially reduced. At 
manv installations required maintenance service is performed at night thereby 
providing for the maximum utilization of the vehicle during normal working hours. 

The continuing improvement in the administrative vehicle management pro- 
grams of the militarv departments is reflected in budget estimates and funds appro- 
priated for the supply of motor transport service. A specific example of the dollar 
savings effected by the Department of the Navy will be furnished by a 
representative of that Department. 

In testimony in support of H. R. 8753 in the hearing before the House Com- 
mittee on Government Operations on May 5, 1954, the Department of Defense 
was commended for its recent improvement in motor vehicie manageme1 t through 
inauguration cf radio controlled dispatch service in the Pentagon Motor Center. 
The military departments have for several years utilized radio-controlled dis- 
patch at many installations and activities where such service was determined 
to be more efficient and overalt advantageous to the Government. Radio equip- 
ment has been installed in some vehicles in the Pentagon Motor Center on en 
experimental basis and the service will be expanded cr curtailed dependent upon 
the results achieved. 

The provisions of section 1 (i) of H. R. 8753 relating to the designation of au- 
thority tc the United States Civil Service Commission to issue regulations to 
govern executive agencies in authcrizing personnel to operate Government- 
owned motor vehicles for official purposes within the continental United States, 
its Territories, and possessions, if made applicable tc the military departm: nts 
would serve no useful purpose. The military departments bave effective pro- 
grams for the selection, training, and testing of all motor vehicle operators. The 
degree of the effectiveness of such programs is evidenced by the fact that the 
Department of Defense mctor vehicle accident rate as reflected in accident sta- 
tistics is approximately 1.5 per 100,000 miles of operation as against a rate of 
approximately 2.5 for the motor transportation industry as a whole. 

H. R. 8753 also includes a provision to authorize the Administrator, General 
Services, to report to the head of the ageney concerned, violations involving the 
conversion by a Government official or employee of a Government owned or 
leased motor vehicle to bis own use or the use of others. Within the Depart- 
ment of Defense, the use of motor vebicles for official purposes is insured by hae 
supervision and the strict enforcement of applicable regulations. Military 
administrative motor vehicles are marked and identified in accordance with 
—_ statutory regulations, facilitating the detection of misuse of such vehicles 
by the agencies responsible for operation of the vehicles. The reporting of such 
alleged violations through another executive agency wovld only result in an in- 
creased workload and a need for additional personnel by both the agency through 
which the violation is reported, and the military de »~partments. 

Appropriate action is being taken by the military departments to obtain re- 
quired statutory authority to authorize uniformed personnel to utilize taxicabs 
at their posts of duty in connection with performance of official Government 
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business. Such enabling legislation should be a part of the legislative programs 
of the military departments and not included in H. R. 8753. 

In previous testimony in support of H. R. 8753 much has been said about the 
successful operation of the consolidated motor pool operated by the General 
Services Administration at Denver, Colo. Estimates of savings as a result of 
this consolidated motor pool have been furnished by representatives of the Gen- 
eral Services Administration. However, no actual figures have been furnished 
to reflect such savings, nor does it appear probable that wholly conclusive data 
are available since the pool has been in operation only a few months. It is be- 
lieved that the members of the House Committee on Government Operations 
and the heads of the executive agencies concerned should be given more concrete 
evidence of the success of the operation of the Denver motor pool, the actual 
savings resulting to the 12 Federal agencies participating in the consolidated 
pool, and statements from representatives of those 12 agencies as to the adequacy 
of the transportation service provided. Reductions in the quantities of motor 
vehicles operated and the elimination of trips or scheduled routes do not neces- 
sarily mean that satisfactory or economical transportation service has been sup- 
plied to the participating agencies. 

In view of the foregoing it is strongly recommended that the Department of 
Defense be exempt from all of the provisions of H. R. 8753, as now written. 





STATEMENT OF Bria. Gen. A. T. McNamara, Curer, Suppity Drvision, OrricE 
oF THE AssIsTANT Curer or Starr, G—4, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in order to understand the ob- 
jections of the Department of Defense to section 2 of this bill, we believe it will be 
well to outline our present operation in the control of the movement of property: 
While we shall use the Department of the Army as an example, its methods are 
paralleled in the other military departments. 

When an agency of the Department of the Army moves from one location to 
another, the equipment that the agency used at the old location is handled as 
follows: 

The circumstances surrounding the move are studied and decision made with 
respect to the most desirable way to equip the agency at its new location. (This 
includes all equipment, not merely furniture, furnishings, and office equipment.) 

If suitable equipment is in place at the new location, no movement of furniture 
os necessary. However, if the move is a very short one, and 

(1) The savings in employees’ time (and salaries) is greater than the cost 

of transportation plus possible damage to the equipment, or 

(2) It is desirable that agency operation be interruy ted for a minimum reriod, 
the movement of equipment may be made. In some cases, limited movement will 
be desirable, due to partial availability at the new location. If movement is con- 
sidered desirable, specific approval by the Department of the Army is required. 
Army policy requires that the essentiality of any movement of property must be 
established. 

When equipment is not in place at the new location, but is available from a 
nearby source, such as a depot, all of the above factors apply, plus the fact that 
the cost of moving equipment from the depot is an additional consideration. 

When equipment is not in place at the new location and is not available from 
a nearby source, the cost of movement from the old location or from another 
source is weighed against the cost of new procurement and the residual value of 
the equipment to be moved. 

When equipment is nct moved to the new location, the items may be disposed of 
in several ways. Disposition is made selectively, on an item basis, according to 
the factors affecting each item. 

Equipment not moved reverts to the control of the technical service responsible 
for supplying the items. In the case of furniture, furnishings, and office equip- 
ment this would be the Quartermaster Corps. 

When the old location is to be occupied by another Army agency, the suitability 
of the equipment for the needs of the new agency is dete srmined and it ms 1y remain 
in place, in whole or in part. 

When there is no use for the equipment at its location, it is first applied against 
any known requirements in the same geographic area. In this connection, as in 
all disposal actions, serviceability, and residual life are considered. 

Equipment which cannot be used at or near its location is matched against 
anticipated demands on the system and may be returned to depot stock or sent 
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to a maintenance shop for repair. The decision in this instance is made after 
consideration of transportation costs 

Equipment which is not economically usable by the Army may be in salvage 
condition and disposed of on-the-spot as salvage. If serviceable, it is disposed of 
as excess. Other governmental agencies may buy any items disposed of locally. 
Property reported to the Department of Defense and the GSA is available to all 
agencies of the Government. There is no reimbursement if the property is turned 
over to another Defense agency. Ifa Government agency outside Defense obtains 
the property, normally, there is reimbursement at fair value. Property beyond 
the needs of all Government agencies is disposed of as surplus. 

It is noted that the operations described above, to the point where equipment 
is determined to be excess to the needs of the Army, are intertwined with Army 
operational requirements, with overall efficiency, and with the economy of Army 
operations. They require the exercise of judgment, essentially in the balancing 
of mission performance azainst cost. 


In the event H. R. 8753 becomes law, the above operations would be continued 


in their entirety For equipment other than furniture, furnishings, and office 
equipment, the Army would still have absolute responsibility. With respect to 
furniture, furnishings, and office equipment moved from Army-controlled space to 
(Army or GSA-controlled space, the Army would still have absolute responsibility. 
With respect to furniture, furnishings, and office equipment owned by the Army 


and proposed for movement from GSA-—controlled space to GSA-controlled space, 
while the Army would no longer have absolute responsibility, there would be no 
reduction in the cost of the Army operation and there would be an eventual in- 
crease in Army procurement requirements. 

Under H. R. 8753, decision as to movement of items would rest with the 
Administrator of GSA, after consultation with the head of the agency concerned. 
In order to consult with the Administrator and offer intelligent advice, the Army, 
and any other department with a nationwide supply operation, must go through 
all of the operations necessary to determine intradepartmental assets and require- 
ments, on a geographical basis. Superimposed on this would be a similar opera- 
tion within the GSA, not for the Army alone, but for every agency moving. 

Instead of an agency being able to plan its move, knowing the availability of 
supply in the new location, there would be a delay until such time as GSA makes 
its proposal (or vice versa), the matter is discussed between the agencies, and 
azreement reached or decision made by the Administrator against the wishes of 
the ageney head. Despite the fact that both its operations and its funds are 
involved in the move, the agency has no assurance that proper weight will be given 
to all of the factors involved, nor has it any control over the length of time required 
to reach agreement or make a decision. 

There is no intent to belittle the ability or the good faith of the Administrator 
or his subordinates. On the other hand, it is impossible for the Administrator 
to be as familiar as the head of a military agency with all the considerations 
involved in a move and this capability decreases with each subordinate echelon. 
This is compounded by the fact that GSA must be concerned with all govern- 
mental agencies and cannot concentrate on one as can the members of the using 
agency. 

In practice, discussions relative to the movement of property and agreements 
thereon will be reached by subordinates of the agency and the Administrator. 
Considering the relative lack of information available to subordinate echelons 
and the diffusion of GSA interests among all Government agencies, it appears 
evident that in any case where immediate agreement is not reached, further 
discussions and a possible adverse GSA decision will require a long, indefinite 
period of time. This cannot be condoned, subordinating, as it does, the agency 
operations to the making of an administrative agreement or decision. Yet, this 
condition is inevitable, since it would be impossible for the Administrator, or 
even his immediate assistants, to handle, personally, the volume of cases that 
would be presented. 

Under the provisions of H. R. 8753, a defense agency owning furniture, furnish- 
ings, and office equipment in GSA-controlled space might, upon moving to other 
GSA-controlled space, be required to turn its property over to GSA without 
reimbursement and utilize GSA-owned property in the new location. This de- 
cision would be made by GSA. At a later date the same defense agency might 
be moved to space on a military post and hence not controlled by GSA. The 
defense agency would then have to leave the GSA property behind and go into 
new procurement to furnish the new location. 
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It is consideration of factors such as have been outlined that makes the De- 
partment of Defense object to what will amount to control of a part of its oper- 
ation by an outside agency. These remarks are supplemental to the written 
report that we have submitted. 


STATEMENT OF Compr. Ropert 8S. Stewart, Director, TRANSPORTATION AND 
EQUIPMENT Division, BuREAU OF YARDS AND Docks, Navy DEPARTMENT 


My name is Robert 8. Stewart, Director of Transportation and Equipment 
Division, Bureau of Yards and Docks, Navy Department. 

My statement is limited to the motor vehicle systems and pooling provisions 
on H. R. 8753. I should like to point out very briefly the steps now in effect by 
the Navy Department which accomplish the objective of H. R. 8753. 

About 7 years ago the Department of the Navy installed a mechanized punched- 
card system for controlling motor vehicle maintenance costs and inventory. It 
has, since that time, been continuously engaged in analyzing its transportation 
requirements, its administrative procedures, its maintenance practices and its 
cost-control system, so as to develop the most efficient and economical program 
for the management of motor vehicles. The best scientific methods and business- 
like practices of commercial vehicle operators have been considered in this 
program. 

These efforts have resulted in the establishment of a thoroughly modernized 
comprehensive cost-control program and utilization-control program which were 
released in September 1953. Although these programs have been in operation 
only for a few months, positive economies have been achieved. To date 12 
percent of the vehicle fleet has been brought under the cost-control system with 
actual savings at an annual rate slightly in excess of $1,500,000. The total annual 
savings will reach a minimum of $11 million when the cost-control program is 
fully implemented. Navywide implementation of the program will be completed 
by November 1954. These maintenance costs represent an approximate reduc- 
tion of 30 percent in corresponding costs experienced as of June 30, 1953. The 
exacting controls provided by this program have enabled the maintenance cost 
to be drastically reduced, and to date, with only 12 percent of the program com- 
pleted, 324 garage personnel have been removed from the Government payroll. 
These costs include all maintenance work performed commercially, and also 
include all field activity administrative costs connected with carrying out the 
program. 

The motor vehicle utilization control program has resulted in a reduction of 
6,000 vehicles as of May 1, 1954, and it is expected that an additional 2,000 will 
be removed by the end of the fiscal year, June 30, 1954, which represents a reduces 
tion of approximately 14 percent during the past 12 months. An additional 
reduction of 9,000 vehicles, or a combined reduction of approximately 29 percent, 
is expected to be completed by June 30, 1955. Exact dollar savings cannot be 
accurately predetermined, since the cost per vehicle will be considerably reduced 
under the cost-control program. However, using $700 as an average cost for 
operating Government vehicles, the savings for this fiscal year, ending June 30, 
1954, will be approximately $5,600,000, and for fiscal years 1954 and 1955 com- 
bined will be $11,900,000. It is further pointed out that this is not a rough 
estimate, but instead is approaching 50 percent accomplishment. 

The revised vehicle-replacement program, estimated to save $40 million an- 
nually, as proposed by the General Services Administration representative, in his 
testimony of May 5, has been studied with interest. 

This proposal, released March 1954 by the GSA under the title of ‘“GSA’s 
Proposal for Improving Federal Motor Vehicle Management,” is basically to 
capitalize the ownership of the entire motor vehicle fleet under one revolving fund 
and to replace motor vehicles at the end of 3 years instead of at the end of 6 vears, 
as is now the general replacement policy. Unfortunately, the study of this 
program has indicated that the following critical cost considerations, vital to an 
evaluation of this program, were not considered in this proposal: 

(a) The proposal was apparently based on a premium used-car market which 
today does not exist. 

(b) The proposal overlooks special expenses which occur twice as often when 
converting from a 6-year to a 3-year replacement policy. These costs include 
servicing of new vehicles prior to placement in service, transportation costs from 
the factory or assembly point, and the cost of purchase and disposal of Govern- 
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ment-owned vehicles. In the case of a light sedan these special expenses are 
as follows: 


New vehicle servicing _ - ; ze ia aie urease jek aegis eevee ac 
Average worldwide transportation cost including handling and storage in 
Eile Se iMate te ee eas «tie em oe ERE ae een anata ae ming 225 


Administrative cost, purchase and disposa]___.........-.-..-.---------.- 


Total___- ea : 5 Sid MR aa ad ac aa een cmc nay ce 290 


(c) It appears that the proposal has been based primarily on the experience of 
a few highly s»ecialized commercial rental agencies instead of the practices of the 
commercial vehicle fleet owners on a nationwide basis. 

As a basis for analyzing the proposed 3-year replacement program, the average 
acquisition cost of a light sedan to the military departments was considered. 
The standard model sedan without special accessories as procured by the Govern- 
ment is not regarded as particularly desirable on the used-car market, and con- 
sequently has a low trade-in value when compared with current used car listings. 

Using values as reported in the GSA proposal, and taking into consideration the 
cost of acquisition, and present used car market conditions, comparative costs 
would be as follows: 

















3-year | 6-year 
Purchase cost ! jos Ponetibriotacgiin tibial tvsediilsiacssinseliams ‘ 1, 384 1, 384 
Less turn-in value nnotenen cae fonrenabacudabhswattibeductaseaon 525 150 
DORROCIBTION « < «<< neswcass onnee ae en 859 1, 234 
Cost of acquisition_....-.......- a I eS ES SE 2¢0 290 
Maintenance expense... ane tetcteksdeniiipake viadwhthkiete bakes omiowena tat 240 1, 200 
Operating expense-_-- thGpiied onesie hemnkeewaaniivleiales Gabe a se mnay 780 1, 620 
eee So eT oe he De ee | 2. 169 | 4,344 


NE NE WN oo g, skcice Acie oscd ch wcdiaadibaukte inate bikmanblies | 4, 338 | 4, 344 
| | 





11953 procurement cost standard light 4-door sedan. 


Attention is invited to the fact that it is not feasible to set a fixed number of 
years for motor vehicle replacement and expect that the policy will automatically 
result. in savings and efficiency. The commercial motor vehicle user industry as 
a whole does not observe a replacement policy based only on vehicle age. Replace- 
ment generally occurs during a period of from 1 to 10 years depending on user 
requirements. A vehicle program can only be efficiently administered based on 
military departmental interpretation of the following factors as they apply to 
each motor vehicle: 

(a) Maintenance rate (annual maintenance expenditure). 
(6) Turn-in value. 
(c) Replacement cost. 

This summarizes the position that the military has strong motor vehicle pro- 
grams in effect throughout their field organizations. These programs have been 
based on years of progressive study and experience. Contrast this situation to 
General Services Administration’s findings, based primarily on the results of one 
motor pool in the Denver area composed of less than three-tenths of 1 percent of 
the Government motor vehicle fleet. In conclusion, it is further recommended 
that the Department of Defense be exempt from the provisions of H. R. 8753. 


Mr. Riexutman. As long as the members have had an opportunity 
on two different occasions to question the members from the Defense 
Department, and if there are no other members from your Depart- 
ment, Secretary Pike, who care to testify, it probably will not be 
necessary for your staff and the members of the Defense Department 
to come back unless you want a key man to hear the others testify. 

The Bureau of the Budget and the General Accounting Office and 
the Civil Service Commission have not testified as yet. 

Theretore, I think, at the suggestion of Mr. McCormack, that you 
ao are pretty busy and it would be best to excuse you unless you 

eel someone from your staff should be here. ° 
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Secretary Prkr. We appreciate that very much. I have another 
appointment myself to testify before the Appropriations Committee 
and I know the two generals are extremely busy. We will be very 
happy to come back if you need us. 

Mr. RrexiMan. I presume General Yount will be available at any 
time we need him and the same thing for the other gentlemen. 

Secretary Prk. Yes; Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. RiexitMan. We will adjourn at this time until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning in this room, room 429, Old House Office Building. 

(Whereupon, at 12:01 p. m., the committee recessed until 10 a. m., 
Tuesday, May 11, 1954, in room 429, Old House Office Building.) 








TO AMEND THE FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949, AS AMENDED, TO AU- 
THORIZE THE ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL SERVICES 
TO ESTABLISH AND OPERATE MOTOR VEHICLE POOLS 
AND SYSTEMS AND TO PROVIDE OFFICE FURNITURE 
AND FURNISHINGS WHEN AGENCIES ARE MOVED TO 
NEW LOCATIONS, TO DIRECT THE ADMINISTRATOR TO 
REPORT THE UNAUTHORIZED USE OF GOVERNMENT 
MOTOR VEHICLES, AND TO AUTHORIZE THE UNITED 
STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION TO REGULATE 
OPERATORS OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED MOTOR VEHI- 
CLES, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 12, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Wash ington, Ee. SY 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 1501, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Clare E. Hoffman (chairman of the 
committee) presiding. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Brown, do you solemnly swear that the testimony which you 
will give this morning will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. J. Ropert Brown. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF J. ROBERT BROWN, RESEARCH ANALYST, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 


The CHarrman. Mr. Brown, during the hearing last Monday, | 
asked that you make a check of the number of cars that were then 
in the vicinity of the House Office Buildings and the House side of the 
Capitol. 

That morning, when General Yount was on the stand, he was 
asked by Mr. Ikard at page 122 of the stenographer’s minutes this 
question: 


Mr. Ikarp. Once they get that transportation and, say, someone in your office 
wants to come over here to testify before a committee or do some other thins, 
and there is someone in the office authorized to order transportation 

General Yount. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ikarp. Did they come over here and does the transportation wait for them? 

General Yount. No, sir. 

Mr. Ikarp. Is that radio controlled, or do you do it by telephone? 

General Youvt. It is on a drop basis. They then have to call again. If they 
are here for 15 or 5 minutes— 
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and the official reporter has it here as 5 minutes, but our other reporter 
got it as 5 hours. I will now go on with General Yount’s statement: 
thev would have to call again for a car, and only where a messenger is delivering, 
when it is known that that is a matter of going up to the office and returning, 
would that vehicle be held. 

I had asked you to make a check of the cars around the building. 

Mr. J. Rosert Brown. Yes, sir; you asked me to check the cars 
around the New House Office Building, the Old House Office Building 
and the House side of the Capitol Building itself. 

The CuatrMan. What did you find? 

Mr. J. Ropert Brown. I made that check between 11 a. m. and 
11:30 a. m. and I found 17 vehicles. 

The Cuarrman. That was on Monday of this week? 

Mr. J. Ropert Brown. Yes, sir; Monday, May 10, 1954, between 
11 a. m. and 11:30 a. m.—there were 8 Army vehicles. 

The CHarrMan. Give the numbers. You took the license numbers? 

Mr. J. Ropert Brown. Yes, sir; I took the license number or the 
ear number. Sometimes I could not get them both. Shall I list 
them, sir? 

The Cuarrman. Read the list. 

Mr. J. Ropert Brown. I had 8 Army vehicles, 6 Navy vehicles, 3 
miscellaneous vehicles, making a total of 17 cars. 

The CuarrMan. Where? 

Mr. J. Roperr Brown. In and about the two House Office Build- 
ings and the House side of the Capitol. 

Some were parked with chauffeurs. The majority of them were 
parked with attendants—12 of the 17 had attendants. 

The CHairMan. Give us the list. 

Mr. J. Rosertr Brown. I will read off first the list of Army auto- 
mobiles: 

No. 1 was No. 173-679, a vehicle with a chauffeur, parked. 

No. 2 was No. 1 673, a vehicle with a chauffeur, parked. 

No. 3 was a black Chevrolet, license No. 3814, chauffeur-driven. 

No. 4 was a black Chevrolet, license No. 3812, with a chauffeur, and 
it was parked. 

No. 5 was a District of Columbia Government car, license No. 
3812, with an Army chauffeur, parked. 

No. 6 had Army No. 20931449, license No. 3035-W, an Army station 
wagon with a chauffeur, and it was parked. 

No. 7 was Army No. 20931633, license No. 2836, with a chauffeur. 

No. 8 was a station wagon, No. 293342, with a chauffeur, moving. 

Now the Navy vehicles: 

No. 1 was a Chevrolet, license No. 1706—-N. 

No. 2 was Navy No. 92—02895, with a chauffeur, license No. 1921-N. 

No. 3 was a Navy car, Navy No. 9204916, with a chauffeur, 
license No. 1638—N. 

No. 4 had a chauffeur and the license number was 2 37-N. 

The CHarrmMan. You did not get the number of that vehicle? 

Mr. J. Roperr Brown. No, sir; I did not get the number of the 
vehicle. It was blocked. 

The next vehicle had a chauffeur, No. 179694, license No. 1875—N. 

And the sixth Navy vehicle was one which had license No. 1908-W, 
chauffeur driven. 
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Among the miscellaneous vehicles, there was a one-half ton pickup, 
license No. 3696, moving. 

No. 2 was an Atomic Energy car, No. 2693-E, parked with a 
chauffeur. 

No. 3 was a Government Printing Office car, a limousine, chauffeur- 
driven, No. 2068-G. P. 

The CnaairnmMan. That may or may not show something. It is there 
if anyone wants to offer any explanation later on. 

Mr. Lipscoms. How much further are you going to investigate this 
matter—instruct the investigator to go into the numbers of the cars 
and what they were doing up here? 

The CuarrMan. That was only a thought I had at the time because 
we frequently observe cars standing around these buildings and I 
thought this would be a spot check at that particular time. 

Mr. Lrrscomn. I think this would be a good opportunity to check 
the operation of the Navy pool if this was the case—how these cars 
were ordered and what was the assignment, and find out how the 
Navy pool operates, if we can carry it any further through our 
investigative staff. 

The Cuarrman. I did not think it was our business to ride herd 
on ‘the way they used the automobiles, but I did think that as long 
as it would not take very much time, if might be of some help. Of 
course, cars Moving May not mean anything at all. They may be 
going past, but I have noticed, as have all members, over in front of 
the Capitol when there were hearings on, there were anywhere from 
2 to 3 or 4 cars; 1 wouldn’t say how many cars parked and with 
chauffeurs waiting. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. Mr. Chairman, it was pretty close to the noon hour. 
It might be possible that the pool had been called to take them to 
lunch. 

Mr. J. Ronerrt Brown. This check was started at 11 o’clock and 
it took a half-hour to walk around the two buildings. The check was 
made between 11 and 11:30, not between the noon hour. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Pilcher, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Putcuer. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Riehlman, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Rreniman. No, Mr. Chairman. 

The CaarnMAN. You may step aside, Mr. Brown. 

We will now hear from Mr. Harold L. Pearson, Assistant Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD L. PEARSON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Pearson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in 
response to your request, I am glad to have this opportunity to present 
to you the views of the Bureau of the Budget on H. R. 8753. 

I will speak primarily of the authority the bill would give the 
Administrator of General Services to establish and operate interagenc y 
motor vehicle pools and to establish policies on local transportation 
services for all executive agencies. 

The objectives sought by this bill are identical with those which 
have motivated the Bureau’s activities in this field for the past year. 
In fact, close cooperation between the commitiees of Congress, the 
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executive agencies— including the General Services Administration 
and the Bureau of the Budget has accomplished agreement with 
agency heads for scheduled reduction in this fiscal year of over 7,000 
passenger vehicles, with resulting savings of more than $2 million a 
yeal 

The examination in each agency of the need for cars is continuing 
and I have just been informed that 15 of the civilian agencies are 
already ahead of their promise, and have eliminated nearly 500 more 
cars than were first scheduled for disposal. The scheduled reduction 
for all Federal agencies is nearly one-eighth of the number of passenger 
vehicles in operation last June 30. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the provision in the 
bill (see. 211 (j)) which directs the Administrator to report the unau- 
thorized use of Government motor vehicles. In accordance with 
existing law, the primary responsibility for preventing unauthorized 
or improper use of vehicles rests upon the head of the department in 
which the driver or user of the vehicle is employed. The bill would 
strengthen enforcement of the law by requiring the Administrator to 
report to the agency head involved such violations as come to the 
knowledge of the General Services Administration in the regular 
course of its duties. 

While the Bureau has taken, with the help of the General Services 
Administration and the other executive agencies, substantial measures 
to reduce expenditures for motor vehicle operation, further steps to 
avoid extravagance and waste can and should be taken. The Bureau 
supports every sound effort to accomplish economy in the costs of 
local transportation. 

To this end, the Bureau assisted the General Services Administra- 
tion in obtaining agency cooperation in establishing the Denver motor 
pool as a pilot ope ration to test the potential economies of a coopera- 
tive pool. I use the words ‘“‘cooperative pool” in the sense that it is a 
pool not statutorily required as a mandatory operation. The staff of 
the General Services Administration have testified as to the substan- 
tial economies accomplished by this cooperative enterprise. 

The Denver test has been in operation for about 6 months. This 
pool includes only 376 vehicles, ns is less then two-tenths of 1 
percent of the Federal motor vehicles in operation. It has yet to 
meet the peak load requirements of the summer season in the Denver 
area. Its claim of savings is based upon the number of cars eliminated, 
with no claim that all eliminations of vehicles have resulted directly 
from the pool operations, multiplied by an arbitrarily assumed 
savings of $500 per year per car eliminated. 

The Bureau of the Budget does not believe that a sound evaluation 
of the Denver test can be made until a full year’s operation has 
eliminated the effect of seasonal variations; and until the foregoing 
arbitrary assumptions have been replaced by sound cost accounting 
data from actual experience. 

Nevertheless, the Bureau does believe that even the brief experience 
of the cooperatively conducted Denver test has clearly demonstrated 
that economies can result from a sincere and constructively coopera- 
tive effort to pool transportation resources. We believe that more 
savings can be quickly accomplished by an extension and multiplica- 
tion of the cooperative effort than could be obtained by a statutorily 
created monopoly. 
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Accordingly, we recommended in our letter of May 4, 1954, to the 
committee specific revisions of the bill which would prov He authoriza- 
tion for the operation of such motor vehicle pools by the General 
Services Administration as a service available to the executive agen- 
cies. 

The Bureau would assist the General Services Administration in its 
provision of motor-pool service by seeking to ascertain that agencies 
electing not to participate in the central pools are basing their decisions 
not on any fancied differences from other agencies but upon soundly 
supported determinations that their transportation services can be 
provided outside the central pool system at less cost to the Govern- 
ment. Under the arrangement recommended by the Bureau of the 
Budget, the General Services Administration would provide a com- 
mercial-type service that would at all times be obliged to meet the 
tests of economical operation and of serving agency requirements. 

We believe that the presentation by General Services of a sound plan 
of pool operations for an area would bring about cooperative participa- 
tion of most affected agencies in their own self-interest. If General 
Services should at any time feel that any agency is unjustifiably with- 
holding cooperation, we believe that the power of decision should 
reside in the executive branch—where the power exists to withhold 
funds if necessary to accomplish enforcement. 

Our proposed revision of subsection 211 (b) also deletes a provision 
of the subsection that would permit the Administrator of General 
Services to exempt executive agencies’ activities or property from 
action taken under the subsection whenever exemptions are needed 
for reasons prescribed specifically therein. The need for this pro- 
vision would be obviated if the pools were authorized as proposed 
above. We do not believe it feasible for the bill to specify and limit 
such exemptions. 

The conditions under which motor vehicles are used in performing 
the work of Federal agencies throughout the world are so diverse 
that it is not practicable to spell out in law all of the conditions under 
which agencies should be exempted from participation in central 
motor pools. It is the Bureau’s view that exemptions can more 
appropriately be subject to such policies and directives as the Presi- 
dent may establish under section 205 (a) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949. 

The Bureau recognizes the need for the maintenance of sound 
cost records, but recommends the deletion of subsection 211 (e). 
We particularly object to that section of 211 (e) which specifies that 
central motor pools should be discontinued 

If, in any two successive fiscal years no actual savings are realized * * *, 


We do not think that any central pool should be permitted to 
to operate for as long as 2 fiscal years if it is found necessary to charge 
the customer agencies more than they would pay to obtain transpor- 
tation service by other means. Again, we believe it more appropriate 
that policies and regulations established by the President provide 
such requirements as are needed for continuous review of the operat- 
ing costs and effectiveness of motor vehicles pools and for the prompt 
discontinuance—and restoration of property to original contributing 
agencies—of any such pools which fail to realize actual savings over 
the costs of alternative transportation methods or to meet the needs 
of the agencies served. 
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Finally, the Bureau of the Budget recommends revision of sub- 
section 211 (i) dealing with regulations applicable to operators of 
Government-owned vehicles. If it is desired that additional require- 
ments be established for Federal employees who regularly or occa- 
sionally operate motor vehicles in connection with their official duties, 
we suggest that, because military personnel and employees of certain 
agencies are not ordinarily covered by regulations of the Civil Service 
Commission, the responsibility for prescribing such additional require- 
ments should be vested in the heads of the respective agencies. In 
this manner regulations can be provided for application to all Govern- 
ment operators of motor vehicles. Since in some locations it appears 
that renting vehicles is cheaper than the use of Government-owned 
vehicles, we suggest that the regulations apply to the operation of 
vehicles for official purposes, regardless of who owns the vehicles. 

The Bureau of the Budget favors the principle of authorizing the 
Administrator of General Services to reduce the wear and tear on 
Government furniture by providing such furniture and furnishings at 
the new location for agencies which are required to move to another 
location in space under the control of the General Services Adminis- 
tration. In general, Federal office furniture would last much longer 
if the number of times it is moved could be reduced. 

We call to the committee’s attention the understanding of the 
Bureau that subsection 211 (b) provides the necessary legislative 
authorization for the Administrator of General Services to purchase 
motor vehicles to be used in the operation of motor pools established 
by him, and it therefore makes unnecessary specific annual authoriza- 
tions in appropriation acts for the purchase of such vehicles. In this 
connection, we point out that the Budget document will present, for 
informational purposes, a statement of proposed obligations for pur- 
chase and hire of passenger motor vehicles by the general supply fund 
of the General Services Administration. 

I am authorized to state for the Bureau of the Budget the viewpoint 
that there is need to make sure that wise decisions are reached and can 
be enforced if unreasonably opposed. The Bureau staff and I will 
work with the committee in the development of appropriate language. 

With the changes proposed, the Bureau would favor the enactment 
of H. R. 8753. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you and thank you 
for your attention. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Pearson. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack. No questions. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Riehlman? 

Mr. Riensuman. I am wondering, Mr. Pearson, about the changes 
that you have recommended in your statement which apparently 
would take away from the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration authority to direct any agenc y to come under the pool 
that they set up. 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rirwiman. It would have to be merely on a cooperative basis. 
If the Administrator or one of his representatives were to go to an 
agency and discuss the matter, and if the agency were willing to 
participate in such a pool, that would be pertectly all right. Other- 
wise, the Administrator would have no authority to direct them to 
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accept services from a pool that the General Services Administration 
had established in Washington or any other part of the country; 
is that right? 

Mr. Pearson. His action and recourse there would be, if he feels 
that approval is unjustifiably withheld, to advance that information 
through the Executive Office channels. If the facts confirm that 
participation has been unjustifiably withheld, there exists authority 
to direct and, failing that, the power of withholding funds as a means 
of enforcement. 

Mr. Rrexnitman. We had quite a bit of discussion the last 2 days 
while we were holding hearings on this bill about the Defense Depart- 
ment’s attitude toward it. If your amendments and recommendations 
were adopted, that would eliminate the mandatory provisions with 
reference to the Defense Department if they did not want to come 
under the direction of the General Services Administration, would it 
not? 

Mr. Pearson. If the General Services Administration presented a 
well thought out plan for a geographical area, and included in that 
plan was contemplated participation of defense agencies, the refusal 
of those defense agencies to participate, if the Administrator of the 
General Services Administration felt that refusal was unjustified, 
would bring to the Executive Office all of the facts pertaining to that 
refusal and would permit at that Executive Office level, a decision 
which could order the Defense Department to participate and, if 
necessary, Which sounds improbable, withhold funds as a means of 
enforcing participation. The power to accomplish participation still 
exists, but would be a power exercised in the presence of the specific 
facts relating to that specific point, not in the hypothetical, broad 
and abstract conditions which might be in one case good and in 
another case not be as good. 

I believe that it is wrong for the Defense Department to cate- 
gorically deny that there exists any benefits to the Government of 
pooled participation, just as wrong as would be a mandatorily imposed 
monopoly of judgment by General Services Administration. 

I think each of the agencies is entitled first to the dignity and con- 
sideration of expressions of viewpoint, but I do believe, as we have 
been careful to say here, that the Bureau of the Budget’s viewpoint 
is that there is need to make sure that wise decisions are reached and 
can be enforced if unreasonably opposed. That is the reason for our 
recommendation that would bring to the Executive Office the power 
of decision on each case of indicated noncooperation. 

Mr. McCormack. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RrexHuMan. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. If I understand you correctly, you suggest, 
or the suggestion of the Bureau of the Budget would be to vest the 
power but give every agency the equal right of presenting their views 
on a coequal level and recognizing the authority of the President as 
the executive head of the Government. 

Mr. Pearson. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. And providing for a decision by him or somebody 
designated by him to pass upon a controversy between some agencies. 

Mr. Pearson. After a full review of the facts relating to that 
particular lack of cooperation, doing it specifically rather than in the 
abstract. 
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The CuHarrMan. Is it correct to say that what you are saying 
amounts to this: that you see the need, in fact the necessity, for more 
efficiency and economy, but you do not want an overall measure which 
would require all of these various agencies to submit this question to 
a central authority, such as the General Services Administration? 
You think that there should be some sort of a law that would provide 
for it, but make each case subject to appeal to the Cabinet or the 
President? 

Mr. Pearson. We believe that in most cases a soundly presented 
plan for a geographical area for the pooled operations under the 
General Services Administration would accomplish cooperative par- 
ticipation of most agencies in their own self-interest, in order to 
accomplish their operation at the greatest possible economy. 

If there should be a feeling by the advocates of that area plan, 
the General Services Administration, that one or more agencies in that 
area was unjustifiably withholding cooperation in that plan, then an 
authority higher than both, that is organizationally independent of 
both, reviewing the specific facts relating to that problem might then 
determine who is right and, if the facts justified, order the operating 
agency to participate in this pool. 

The CuarrmMan. What you are saying now amounts to this, as I 
see it: The Army is objecting and they undoubtedly will continue to 
object. Then, if the General Services Administration should make 
a decision that, notwithstanding their objection, General Services 
Administration should control the pool, the Army could go to the 
President or the Cabinet and have a final decision. That is what 
it amounts to, doesn’t it? 

Mr. Pearson. Our thought is that for an area, if the General 
Services Administration presented a plan for motor pool operation 
and included in that plan were some Army cars and contemplated 
Army participation, and the Army should refuse to participate coop- 
eratively in the development of that pool, the General Services 
Administration could lay before the Executive Office of the President 
all of the facts specifically relating to the number of cars, the cost and 
all the other things that one would want to take into consideration, 
and the Executive Office would make a determination, which deter- 
mination would be then, if necessary, enforceable by the control of 
the funds. 

The CuarrMan. But subject to the review that the General Services 
Administration makes? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And some other agency objects. 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. To whom would you refer the dispute? 

Mr. Pearson. To the Office of the President. 

The CuHarrMAN. Shouldn’t that be written in the bill? Otherwise, 
you have an endless chain of controversies throwing the additional 
burdens upon whoever represents the President. 

Mr. Pearson. We have indicated we would be happy to work with 
the committee in the revision of the specific language. 

The CHarRMAN. Supposing you give us your idea of what this bill 
should be. 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Condon, do you have any questions? 
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Mr. Connon. No questions. 

The CHarrmMan. Mr. Ikard? 

Mr. Ikarp. Mr. Pearson, I would like to pursue a little further the 
line of questions the chairman was asking you. Who would act for 
the President, the Executive Office of the President, in this case? 
Who do you contemplate? 

Mr. Pearson. I do not believe that we could specifically answer 
that question, depending upon his delegation of that authority. 

Mr. Ikarp. That is the point lam trying to make. In other words, 
you would not provide in your suggested amendment that some spe- 
cific person or bureau or agency within the executive branch would 
decide this, but you would put that authority that would be delegated 
to the President. 

Pearson. Yes, and from the President as he, himself, deter- 
mines, 

Mr. Ikarp. And then he could, of course, under this proposed 
amendment, he would simply issue an Executive order setting out 
whatever’ conclusions he might have reached after reviewing the case 
when it came up to his level, the President. 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir; and if necessary, authorize the withholding 
of funds as a means of enforcing compliance with the order 

Mr. Ikarp. Is the sense of your suggestion this: That there can be 
no hard and fast rule to the effect that everything should be pooled 
or everything should not be pooled, but that each case and area must 
be decided? 

Mr. Pearson. An area must be decided on its own merits. An 
agency of the President, independent of either the complaining agency 
or the defending agency should make the final determination based 
upon the facts there presented, dealing in the concrete and specific 
rather than in the abstract, which is the manner in which you would 
have to deal if there were a mandatory monopoly. 

Mr. Ikarp. And you are thinking that there are some areas in which 
additional pooling might not be a practical thing and there are other 
areas where it would be advantageous from the standpoint of agencies 
and economies to consolidate. 

Mr. Pearson. I think without question that both viewpoints would 
be wrong, that is the viewpoint of the Department of Defense that 
there are no opportunities, and the viewpoint advocated by the initial 
writing of the bill and strongly advocated in the testimony of the 
General Services Administration, that it must be a mandatory mo- 
nopoly decision at a single point. 

Mr. Ikarp. In the Bureau of the Budget, are you familiar with the 
cost side of the operation of some of the ‘pools that now exist, such as 
those in the military? We have had some testimony here for instance, 
I believe, that there was something like $7 million that was saved in 
the Navy. I have forgotten the period of time involved. It is 
either this fiscal year or last fiscal year. Are you familiar with that? 

Mr. Pearson. I have listened to the testimony and have been 
unable to confirm even loosely in my mind all the figures. 

Mr. Ikarp. I don’t know whether you are necessarily familiar with 

but in the preparation of the various budgets of the Department 
of Defense, and where these pools are operative, that they had any 
idea from that experience what the relative saving that might be 
made in the operation of the pools would be. 
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Mr. Pearson. I think it is a very sizable amount. I think it is 
good to have a third party control it. 

Mr. Ikarp. Do you have any guess as to what a program of pooling 
these vehicles on the way that you suggested might possibly save, or 
is that an impossible thing to do? 

Mr. Pearson. I think it would be beyond any sound basis of esti- 
mate at this time. I would express, without hesitation, the view- 
point that it is a sizable sum of money, and, being sizable, it is a 
continuing one from year to year as these habits become ingrained 
and fixed in the operations of our affairs. 

Mr. Ikarp. Do you have any idea of where you get to the point of 
diminishing returns in the operation of one of these pools, how big, 
how small an area can be served? 

Mr. Pearson. I do not. 

Mr. Ikarp. You have not? 

Mr. Pearson. I am not skilled in that. 

Mr. Ikarp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rizsitman. Mr. Brown, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I arrived late so that I did not hear 
all of Mr. Pearson’s testimony. I read his statement. I have no 
questions except 1 general question, or 2. 

Mr. Pearson, you suggest in this statement cooperative effort. 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. That would mean cooperation of the different agencies 
of Government. The chief of the agency, and the assistant chief, 
and all the little chiefs that they might have in each agency, would 
have to cooperate. 

The law now provides how Government automobiles, publicly- 
owned motor vehicles, may be used. 

Mr. Prarson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. It gives a rather complete use to certain officials like 
the President, the Vice President, the Speaker of the House, the 
Cabinet officers, and others. But the use of other Government 
vehicles is restricted to official business. 

Can you tell me who now enforces that law in the Federal Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. Pearson. Responsibility for the enforcement of it resides in 
the head of the agency owning and responsible for the vehicle. 

Mr. Brown. If the heads of these agencies, outside of the persons 
that I have named, if the heads of these agencies and their little chiefs 
under them, subordinates in position of some authority, if they, them- 
selves, are now violating the law and are either failing or refusing to 
enforce the law as to the use of Government vehicles on travel other 
than official business, if they are not cooperating now, how do you 
expect them to cooperate under this plan you suggested? Who will 
see to it that they cooperate? Nobody sees to it that they obey the 
law. 

Mr. Pearson. The position of the Bureau on the provision of the 
bill which would require the General Services Administration to re- 
port abuses is a favorable position. That is, the Bureau endorses 
that as an additional protective force against continuing abuse. 

The Bureau favors a plan by which the General Services Adminis- 
tration would develop a program for the establishment of a motor pool 
in a geographical area, would present that program to each of the 
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agencies which would be participants of that. We believe that per- 
haps a large portion of those agencies would, in their own self-interest, 
participate in a cooperative way. We then provide in our program 
that those agencies which withhold their cooperation, and it is believed 
by the (¢ General Services Administration that it is an unjustifiable 
refusal, that all of the specific, precise facts be presented to the Execu- 
tive Office of the President where a determination and order and, if 
necessary, the withholding of funds as a means of enforcement pursue 
or follow very quickly the decision. 

Mr. Brown. | think there have been some statements, if not 
orders, issued about the illegal use of Government motor vehicles, 
but seemingly the desired result has not been accomplished, except 
perhaps for a few days or as long as the newspapers are on the boys 
and girls. Now, if you have a motor pool controlled by the General 
Services Administration where the cars will go back in the evening 
at the end of the working day and, instead of being used to drive a 
Government employee home in the evening with a chauffeur to take 
the Government employee and his family out to a social event, or a 
dinner, and then come out and pick him up in the morning and bring 
him down to work, if those motor vehicles were controlled in the pool 
and checked in and out, then you would have a way to know who was 
violating the law, wouldn’t you, and wouldn’t you put a stop to that 
more effectively than by just tapping them lightly on the wrist and 
saying “Now, boys, you should not do this. It is unfair to the 
taxpayer and illegal.’ 

Mr. Pearson. Expressing a personal viewpoint 

Mr. Brown. I would like to have both your personal and official 
viewpoint. 

Mr. Pearson. I believe that the cost of the instances of individual 
violation of regulations in the law is a relatively small relationship 
to the other advantages of pooled operation of transportation. The 
other advantages 

Mr. Brown. I know the other advantages but I am talking about 
this one. 

Mr. Pearson. This one is a fight which I believe will be as long in 
existence as we have human beings and automobiles. 

There was a note passed to me that 43 Federal employees had been 
released from service in the last 2 years for unauthorized use of 
Government automobiles. 

Mr. Brown. That is probably some little clerk who took the car 
out for a joyride and not some bureaucrat that knowingly violates it 
every day. If you and I go out and stand at certain places, we can 
see it every morning and evening, see these violations by the same 
individuals with chauffeurs, paid for by the taxpayers. Nothing 
concrete has been done to block and stop that thing. 

Members of Congress who represent the people and have some 
responsibility in passing these laws, Members of Congress who pay 
their own freight, who drive their own cars, are getting a little sick 
and tired of it. It is a peculiar situation. 

As a Member of Congress, if we want to go down to see somebody 
in one of the Government agencies about a matter, we pay our own 
taxicab fares, and we do not get reimbursed for it. I don’t know 
whether the Bureau of the Budget knows that or not. We are not 


reimbursed. We pay out of what we have left, after we have paid our 


taxes On our salaries. 
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If we drive over to the Pentagon, we drive our own car, or take a 
taxicab at our own expense, but if anybody comes to see us to get a 
little larger appropriation, they come up in a Government -operated 
vehicle or have the taxicab fare paid, and, in addition have that car 
available most of the time to drive around at night and go to social 
events as they please. 

All you have to do is to go to the opening day at the ball park and 
you will see 1,500 of them around there, or you can go to nas 
social event or similar affair and you will see such Government cars 
and those abuses every day. Even the tourists who come to Wash- 
ington see it and talk about it 

1 am wondering if this bill shouldn’t attempt to put an end to that. 

Mr. Pearson. A section of the bill authorizing the General Services 
Administration to report all violations does have the endorsement and 
support of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Brown. I would like to call your attention to the fact that 
one of my colleagues on the committee has referred to a little check 
that somebody had one of the staff make on the day we had this bill 
up, when there were 17 Government cars up here on the Hill, all but 
3 of which were chauffeur driven. They were up here between 11 and 
11:30 a. m. while this testimony was going on, and as far as I can 
ascertain, not a single one of these persons were entitled to the use of 
the Government automobiles unless they were on official business. 
I do not think these people were all subpenaed or requested to appear 
as Government witnesses. 

Mr. Rrexuman. May I clarify the remark a little bit with respect 
to that. Ido not believe that the young man who made this survey— 
he appeared before the committee as we opened today, Mr. Brown, 
one of the staff members—could say that those men were up here 
before this committee. 

Mr. Brown. Thev were up on Capitol Hill. 

Mr. Rrexuman. That might be before other committees. I do not 
believe they were all before this committee or unauthorized to have 
acar. The check was made, and that is the number of cars around the 
two office buildings and this side of the Capitol Building. 

Mr. Brown. That is an indication of what we see up here every 
day. If we go to a Government building some place, we take our own 
cars or pay our own taxicab fares. I think the record should show 
it because I think it is time the American taxpayer knows it. 

Has your agency, or any other agency of Government, made any 
careful check on the use of buses to pie ke up and carry Government 
employees down to work in the mornings? 

Mr. Pearson. I have no acquaintance with any such fact. 

Mr. Brown. I am wondering whether or not it would be a good 
idea to have Government buses operated at taxpayers’ expense to 
pick up Members of Congress and their staffs and take them home 
in the evening. That is bei ing done by some agencies of Government. 

Mr. Lantarr. The Pentagon runs a shuttle bus to several points 
in the city, as the gentleman knows, which runs on a schedule. I 
think it is economical and saves money because they avoid the use 
of private automobiles by the use of those buses which run on almost 
a schedule to the various agencies. 

Mr. Brown. Of course, Members of C ongress live a long distance 
from the Capitol, many of them, and so ‘do their employees, but 
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they get to work the best way they can, either through the use of 
their own automobiles or through the public transportation system, 

Mr. Lanrarr. This is not to get to work. This is to furnish trans- 
portation to Pentagon employees who have business on the Hill, 
other agencies. 

Mr. Brown. These operate to and from, to get them to work, that 
I am talking about. These shuttle buses to and from the Pentagon 
I understand do bring officials over during working hours, | am 
familiar with that. I am talking about the ones operated every 
morning and every evening, at the end of the workday and the begin- 
ning of the workday. 

Mr. Pearson. I have no knowledge of that. 

Mr. Brown. I understand you are new in the Bureau of the Budget. 
I am sure you will get a very liberal education down here in the years 
ahead of you, but that is another matter you might think about, 
along with balancing the budget. 

A few of those things might help balance the budget, by the way; 
and I am sure you are interested in that. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all at the moment. 

Mr. Rreniman. Mr. Holtzman, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Hourzman. No question. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Mr. Pilcher, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Pitcuer. No questions. 

Mr. Rrentman. Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Lirpscoms. Does the Bureau of the Budget go along with the 
principle that automobile pools would be more economical? 

Mr. Pearson. The Bureau believes, as a matter of fundamental 
interest, that the subject should be examined, the facts developed, 
presented, and a plan developed for the cooperative use of a motor 
pool if those specific facts should justify such consideration. 

The Bureau does not believe that the operation of the motor pool, 
in itself, is a magic formula for the curing of all the ailments of local 
transportation problems. It may or may not be. Where it isn’t, 
we believe it may be a mistake to attempt it, and a costly one. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you survey the budgets now and justify the 
need for automobile equipment and the operations of the automotive 
equipment? 

Mr. Pearson. That is included; yes, sir. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Have you ever felt that an automotive pool in a 
specific agency would be worth while? 

Mr. Pearson. From my own knowledge, I could not answer that. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you have someone who could answer that with 
you? 

Mr. Pearson. Not present here. 

Mr. Lipscoms. You don’t know whether the Bureau of the Budget 
has ever requested a specific agency to set up an automotive pool in 
their agency? 

Mr. Pearson. I do not know. 

Mr. Lipscoms. You don’t know if you have ever had any coopera- 
tion along that line from any agency? 

Mr. Pearson. To my personal knowledge on that point, the 
¢ -mple of cooperation which has been amply testified to as being 
successful is the one conducted at Denver and referred to as the 
Denver test, upon which has been based the estimate of economy 
that, spread nationwide, might accrue from pooled operations. 
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Mr. Lipscoms. You anticipate that the General Services Admin- 
istration would go in and survey and propose a plan to be suggested 
to the various agencies. 

Do you find that an agency, as soon as the General Services Admin- 
istration starts to make their survey, would start a survey of their own? 

Mr. Pearson. I wouldn’t know. 

Mr. Lipscoms. But you do anticipate one survey and that would 
be presented to the agency? 

Mr. Pearson. We suggest that the General Services Administra- 
tion evolve, with adequate factual support, a program which they 
believe will accomplish economy in local transportation facilities in 
an area, that they present their plan or program to each of the agencies 
which they contemplate would be included in that program. 

We believe that some portion of the total of those agencies, perhaps 
that portion will be large, will of their own self-interest participate in 
this plan if that plan is a good and a sound one. If the General 
Services Administration feels that cooperation has been unjustifiably 
withheld by some agency, they can advance all the facts relating to 
that to the Executive Office of the President and there expect a decision 
and action to follow, including, if necessary, enforcement by withhold- 
ing of funds for money necessary for independent operation. 

Mr. Lirescoms. As far as I am personally concerned, I think the 
provisions in H. R. 8753 are a little better than the ones proposed by 
the Bureau. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rreniman. Mr. Lantaff, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Lantarr. Mr. Pearson, in the city of Miami, as in many other 
municipalities, the city has a motor pool but, nevertheless, abuse of 
the use of official vehicles was still continuing until the city manager 
directed that all official automobiles have painted on the door a circle 
about 4 feet in diameter and, in that circle, they had the official seal 
of the city of Miami and had painted on there ‘This car for official 
use only.” 

It took quite a bit to get that accomplished, and there was quite 
a bit of to-do about it. Nevertheless, it did stop the unauthorized 
use of official vehicles because people are a little bit more reluctant 
to have such a car with such a large sign painted on it in their drive- 
way at night or to use it for other than official business. The motor 
pool did not stop it but the sign did. 

Mr. Pearson. Such regulations do exist on all except a few 
specifically exempt cars belonging to the White House, the Cabinet 
officers, and so forth. 

Mr. Brown. With very small emblems on them. 

Mr. Pearson. I believe that the latest General Services Adminis- 
tration report indicates substantial compliance with the regulation. 
I mean there is quite a surprisingly high percentage. 

Mr. Lantarr. I come down to work eve ry morning through Rock 
Creek Park and it is amazing the number of Government-owned 
vehicles, 1 assume, with Government employees in them that are 
coming down through Rock Creek Park with drivers and with 3 or 4 
and sometimes 5 employees in them. I don’t know if you travel that 
route or not, but if you want to see a lot of Government-owned 
vehicles bringing people to work, you can go through Rock Creek 
Park and you can see dozens of them. 
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Mr. Pearson. Of course, the opportunity to gain facts on that is 
readily available, a quick reading of the license number, the agency 
involved and the inquiry as to the official situation at the moment. 

Mr. Lanrarr. I will start reading the license numbers for you and 
furnish them to you. 

Mr. Brown. Don’t you think that is the responsibility of some- 
body in the Government who is supposed to enforce the law? 

Mr. Lantarr. I think so, but sometimes I think the only way to 
do it is this way, I do think that enforcement could check a few main 
thoroughfares. 

Mr. Brown. You will be surprised how fast you will get the 
brushoff on that one. You will have 18,000 excuses as to why that 
happened. 

Mr. Lanrarr. It does seem to me that there are a few simple 
things that enforcement could do, such as painting on the car in 
that manner and putting on the car ‘‘This car for official use only.” 

Mr. Brown. And make it big enough so that everybody can see 
it without their glasses. 

Mr. Lanrarr. And inside the car, if you are using this car for 
personal reasons, you are violating such and such a law—have a 
little card or something else painted on the back of the front seat to 
that effect; and also have enforcement check these vehicles as they 
are utilized in the morning on the main thoroughfares coming to 
and from work, because I see them every day. 

Mr. RrexuMan. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Lanrarr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. RrenumMan. Do you have any questions, Mr. Jonas? 

Mr. Jonas. Thank you, sir. 

May I comment on the point made by Mr. Lantaff? Doesn’t your 
suggestion point up the need to have an agency or an instrumentality 
of the Government charged with policing these things? You cannot 
expect the agency to police itself. That has never proved to be 
adequate and one of the reasons for this bill was to try to give respon- 
sibility to a specific agency in the Government, and the natural one 
was the General Services Administration, because that is the agency 
of the Government that has control over and jurisdiction in the field 
of property. 

Just as the Bureau of the Budget, as Mr. Pearson has pointed out 
and used the term this morning, monopolizes all control over finances. 
It is the staff agency of the President that handles funds without 
exception. Nobody has the right to control or review the decisions 
of the Bureau of the Budget in that field except Congress. 

Mr. Pearson. There is every freedom of appeal, of course. 

Mr. Jonas. I do not speak in this instance of and do not object 
to a freedom of appeal if the General Services Administration should 
undertake to establish a motor pool in X agency and if X agency 
feels that, notwithstanding the close study and the statement in 
writing with the analytical justification for the establishment of the 
pool, that this bill requires the General Services Administration to 
give, that nevertheless it ought to be exempt, I think, and I would be 
perfectly willing to have the bill provide, that that agency might 
appeal to the President, but I do not think it ought to appeal to the 
Bureau of the Budget because that is merely transferring the ultimate 
decision from the agency that ought to be in control of it to the Bureau 
of the Budget. 
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The President might designate the Bureau of the Budget or some 
other agency to make that final decision, but 1 would not object to 
the right of appeal. 

I merely point out that in the field of finance, the Bureau of the 
Budget has the same prerogatives, in the field of personnel the Civil 
Service Commission has this same prerogative, and it seemed natural 
to me that some agency in the Government, the one charged with 
responsibility of property, ought to control automobiles because I do 
not think thay are any different from any other properties that the 
General Services Administration has jurisdiction over. 

I think we are not going to be able to accomplish what I had hoped 
this bill would accomplish by leaving it up to some voluntary agree- 
ment between the agency and the General Services Administration 
because I do not think you will have many of those voluntary agree- 
ments because the agencies are not going to come in and surrender their 
right to control their vehicles and their use unless there is some 
requirement that they do so. 

Mr. Pearson. There was no statutory requirement at Denver and 
we have had ample testimony of the advantages accomplished there. 

Mr. Jonas. That was true, but that was created as a pilot operation 
and I think some considerable pressure had to be exerted to get some 
of the agencies to cooperate; is that not true? 

Mr. Pearson. I believe that is correct, but not statutorily imposed, 

Mr. Jonas. I understand that and | think that we want to use that 
Denver operation as an illustration of what can be accomplished. 
You agree that it has made substantial progress towards saving money; 
do you not? 

Mr. Pearson. I have heard the testimony on that point. 

Mr. Jonas. You have not checked that? 

Mr. Pearson. The Bureau has not yet checked and believes that 
the conclusion could be reached only after a year of operation had 
moved through a full seasonal cycle. 

Mr. Jonas. May I call attention to the fact that subsection (d) 
in this bill was written with the idea of requiring that General Services 
Administration, before it establishes one of these pools, to make a 
thorough and an analytical study of the possibility of saving, and sub- 
section (e), when read in connection with subsection (d) would indi- 
cate that it must prove that it is accomplishing that purpose, or the 
policy will be discontinued. 

There was never any intention on my part to clothe the General 
Services Administration with blanket authority to go out and set up 
motor pools in every section of the United States unless it could be 
first established that that pool’s operation would result in substantial 
saving. Ido not object to any language being incorporated in the bill 
that would give the right of appeal to the executive department or to 
make it possible for agencies that have legitimate reasons to do so to 
be exempt from it if they can prove that the General Services Adminis- 
tration is trying to ram some plan down their throat that will not 
result in a saving. 

We have already had it demonstrated that the Defense Department 
is not going to agree to do this thing voluntarily, and I think it is in 
the field of the Defense Department that the greatest savings can be 
accomplished. 
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How long have you been with the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. 
Pearson? 

Mr. Pearson. Since May 

Mr. Jonas. Prior to that you were with the Defense Department? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir; the Army. 

Mr. Jonas. While we are on this point, Mr. Chairman, might I ask 
Mr. Hanson if he has information showing how many of the luxury- 
type vehicles operated in the District of Columbia arg assigned and 
are in use by the Defense Department? 

Mr. Rreuuman. If he has that information. 

Mr. Hanson. There are a total of 67 so-called heavy weight sedans 
or luxury-class sedans registered in the District of Columbia as of 
yesterday. 

Twenty-one of those registered belong to the Department of Defense. 
Each agency was assigned certain three-digit numbers this year when 
new license plates were issued by the District of Columbia. ‘Those 
three-digit numbers were assigned. 

Mr. Ikarp. You are speaking of license numbers? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir; those three-digit numbers were assigned or 
set aside in accordance with the official position of the agency, and the 
agencies were informed that they were available for assignment to 
vehicles operated by certain top officials of the major agencies, 
generally in accords ance with established official precedence. 

A total of 25 of the three-digit numbers were set aside for the 
Department Pr Dalings and, as of yesterday, all of the 25 numbers 
had been, vehicles had been registered for them. 

Mr. Brown. Are all 25 members of the Cabinet? 

Mr. Hanson. The listing is for the Secretary, the Under Secretary 
and the Assistant Secretaries of the Department of Defense; the 
Secretaries, Under Secretaries, and Assistant Secretaries of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

Mr. Brown. Does the law authorize the use of a vehicle by an 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for nonofficial purposes? 

Mr. Hanson. I am not qualified to answer that question. My 
understanding is that it is not. However, the license tags were not 
set aside to indicate whether the vehicles should be used for official 
or nonofficial purposes. 

Mr. Brown. I understand that. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, what might be official for one person 
might not be for another and some persons’ official activities might 
cover a broad field. 

Mr. Brown. That is true. I agree with that, but sometimes that 
field gets mighty, mighty broad. 

Mr. Connon. If a Cabinet member goes to a diplomatic function, 
that is official business. 

Mr. Brown. It could be. <A private dinner or a theater isn’t, per- 
haps, entirely official. 

Mr. Rren_man. Are there any other questions of Mr. Pearson? 

Mr. Connon. Mr. Chairman, I was desirous of clearing up this one 
point about the final decision with respect to who has the position of 
finality and whether the General Services Administration will deter- 
mine the number of vehicles which will go into the pool being set up, 
and whether the final appeal would be in the Office of the President 
which he might designate to some other department. What will that 
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mean in the way of additional personnel in the Office of the President? 
How many appeals will there be? How formal will they be? Will 
you have to have briefs and exceptions and objections and oral argu- 
ment and the normal administrative appeal? Are we setting up a 
framework of appellant procedure that may set up another whole 
strata of bureaucracy in the name of economy? It seems to me that 
one executive agency, which is the General Services Administration, 
if we gave them the final authority and they abuse it, the President 
has the authority to correct it. I do not see the need for this extra 
appeal matter. 

Mr. Rrenuman. I think Mr. Pearson covered some phases of that 
question when he gave his testimony here. I am not in a position to 
answer that, Mr. Condon. Do you have any comment to make? 

Mr. Pearson. Only to observe that we do not contemplate this as a 
volume procedure in any sense of the word at all. These pooled oper- 
ations will not form quickly under the most favorable of circumstances. 
They will come a town at a time over a period of years. 

Mr. Connon. Let us say that the Department of Interior has 
2 or 3 vehicles they do not want to put into the pool. I do not see 
the need to take up somebody’s time in the Office of the President 
and have them read written arguments and perhaps call in people 
to testify as to the factual basis for this thing. It would not amount 
to an awful lot of vehicles in most instances. Why not let us get the 
thing done at a lower level? 

Mr. Rreniman. Are there any other questions or comments? 

Mr. Connon. No, sir. 

Mr. Rresuman. You had originally said that you are willing to 
sit down and work out new language for different sections of this bill 
and the provisions of it. 1 wonder if, after you have made this study, 
if you have any information available at this time? 

Mr. Pearson. Language information? 

Mr. RrewuMan. Yes. 

Mr. Pearson. No, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. I talked to Mr. Hughes about this last Thursday 
and he told me he will have some language prepared. 

Mr. Pearson. We have not prepared it as vet. 

Mr. Rrentman. The reason I asked the question is because the 
sooner we have it, the sooner we can go into executive session to mark 
up the bill, and we would appreciate having it. 

Mr. Pearson. We will do it as expeditiously as we can. 

* Mr. Rresuman. Are there any other questions? I think it would 
not be asking too much to ask you to present it by tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Pearson. We will be glad to try. 

Mr. Rrenuman. If that is all, thank you very much, Mr. Pearson. 

Mr. Pearson. Thank you. 

Mr. Rrentman. Now, we have two gentlemen from the General 
Accounting Office, Mr. Eckert and Mr. Silverman. 

Do you gentlemen have statements? 
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FURTHER STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. ECKERT, LEGISLATIVE 
ATTORNEY, OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL; AC- 
COMPANIED BY LOUIS C. SILVERMAN, ATTORNEY, OFFICE OF 
THE GENERAL COUNSEL 


Mr. Eckert. No, Mr. Chairman. The Office filed a report on this 
bill under date of May 3 and that sets forth fully the position of the 
General Accounting Office with regard to this bill. 

(See exhibit 13, p. 153.) 

Mr. Riesuman. Could you very briefly outline the General Ac- 
counting Office position in respect to this legislation? 

Mr. Eckert. I would like to very much, Mr. Chairman. 

As this committee is aware, the General Accounting Office has been 
opposed to similar legislation in its prior form, prior to the form pre- 
sented in H. R. 8753. We had no quarrel with motor pools, generally 
speaking, but we did feel that the language was entirely too general 
and the authority granted was too general, and it was our recom- 
mendation that some safeguards be put in the bill to provide in the 
first instance that pools would only be established after careful con- 
sideration and a showing that savings and efficiency can be accom- 
plished. 

That recommendation was adopted and incorporated in this bill. 

We asked for the further safeguard that there be a provision to dis- 
continue pools in the event that no saving actually resulted. That 
safeguard has been adopted. 

With those safeguards, we have no further objection to the bill as 
it concerns motor vehicles. 

Section 2 deals with furniture and office equipment. In connection 
with that phase of the bill, we have some comment. 

As the committee is aware, in our prior reports we have taken the 
position that the departments should be accountable for their own 
property, which would include their own furniture and equipment, 
and that is founded on the basis, as contained in the Budget and 
Accounting Procedures Act with respect to which this committee is 
familiar, and had a great part in its enactment, that one of the prem- 
ises for financial accounting was that the agency should have effective 
control over and accountability for all of its funds, property, and other 
assets for which the agency is responsible. 

It is for that reason that we objected to prior proposed legislation 
which would have given General Services Administration control over 
all office furniture in the departments and agencies. 

The General Accounting Office recognizes the serious problem 
entailed in the movement of furniture, and for this reason will not 
object to GSA having control over furniture upon the occasion of 
moves of departments and agencies. However, we are opposed to 
any control by GSA over office equipment. It is our view that to a 
great extent office equipment is geared to the particular needs of the 
agency for which many special forms, and so forth, have been devised 
and special needs are apparent. We recommend that office equipment 
be deleted from the provisions of this bill. 

We are concerned with the problem presented by the representative 
of the Railroad Retirement Board. The bill would encompass the 
Board and other agencies whose furniture was procured through trust 
funds, but does not provide for transfer or control of furniture to such 
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agencies at the new location, or for reimbursement to such funds for 
the furniture turned over to GSA. The original Surplus Property 
Act recognized that fact and stated: 


Where the property transferred or disposed of was acquired by the use of funds 
either not appropriated from the general fund of the Treasury or appropriated 
from the general fund of the Treasury but by law reimbursable from assessment, 
tax or other revenue or receipts, then upon the request of the interested agency 


the net proceeds of the disposition or transfer shall be credited to the reimbursable 


fund or appropriation or paid to the owning agency. * * * 


1 feel that either title to the property should go to the agency or that 
a financial adjustment should be made. 

It could be cured by going back into section (g) of the bill (H. R. 
8753) on page 8 and providing generally, in the sentence beginning on 
line 19, where it now provides: 

When furniture, furnishings and office equipment are provided for the new 
space from stocks available to the Administrator 
and the last phrase: 
shall remain in the control of the Administrator 
could be changed to read: 
shall pass to the control of the moving agency. 


It would be our view that this would eliminate the basic problem 
sought to be corrected here, that of moving this furniture out of 
existence in that it would give the General Services Administration 
the right to step in when an agency moves the office, agree to furnish 
furniture in the new location in return for furniture that the agency 
would leave at the old location, but would provide then that the 
agency at that point would pick up title with appropriate adjustment 
to the furniture at the new location. 

That would be more in line with our thinking that in the final 
analysis the agency responsible for its operation should be responsible 
for, and its operations include accountability for its own furniture and 
equipment, 

[ have no further comments to make on the bill. I will be glad to 
answer any questions, of course. 

Mr. Riesuman. I wonder, before we ask you any questions, if 
Mr. Silverman has anything to add. 

Mr. StnvermMan. No, Mr. Chairman; I have nothing to add. 

Mr. Rrsutman. Mr. Brown, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Brown. No questions. 

Mr. Rieuiman. Mr. Lantaff? 

Mr. Lantrarr. No questions. 

Mr. Rresuman. Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, you subscribe to the bill with 
the exception of the suggestions you have made? 

Mr. Eckert. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. What do you think about the right of an agency 
in connection with the pooling of automobiles where it challenges the 
judgment of the General Services Administration as to economy, 
efficiency, and so forth, to have it passed upon by the President or 
someone designated by him? 

Mr. Eckert. I think that would naturally result, even in the situa- 
tion you have here. Assuming the bill passed, General Services 
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Administration would have to analyze and provide, in effect, a showing 
of record that here a pool would be economical, would be feasible, anc 
would be efficient. 

Now, if an agency did not agree to go into the pool, I would assume 
that they would beat a path somewhere to try to be excluded if the 
General Services Administration would not exclude them. The 
principle of whether the General Services Administration’s authority 
should be mandatory or not, or whether it should be on a voluntary 
basis is, of course, one of policy. It would be my feeling that the 
motor pool would, of course, be as good as the elements that would go 
to make it up. 

In other words, while I would not like to say that motor pools could 
not get too big or maybe you should have 2 or 3, it would seem evident 
to me, personally, that unless you could get in all the elements in the 
area it would reduce somewhat the efficiencies and the possible savings 
that could be accomplished by the operation of the pool. 

Mr. McCormack. Assume this bill is law. Under subsection (b 
on page 2 of the bill, the Administrator goes ahead and makes a 
survey 
in terms of economy, efficiency, or service, after consultation with and with du 
regard to the program activities of the agencies concerned 

That is true, is it not? 

Mr. Ecxerrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. And then you come over to subsection (d) 
where it says: 

Any determination made by the Administrator pursuant to subsection (1 
shall set forth in writing an analytical justification 
and so forth. 

Now the Administrator does that in connection with Agency A, 
and then Agency A says, ‘‘We do not agree with you, Mr. Adminis- 
trator.” 

This bill is law. Under this, couldn’t the Administrator say, 
“Agency A, you have got to accept it.” 

This does give the General Services Administration Administrator 
mandatory authority. 

Mr. Eckert. There is no doubt that under this bill the final deei- 
sion is in the Administrator of the General Services Administration. 

Mr. McCormack. If I were the Administrator of the General Serv- 
ices Administration, I would want the power to put it into operation. 
I can see that. But I would want to have some place, some inde- 
pendent individual or group of agencies that could pass upon honest 
differences between myself and other agencies. 

Suppose | was wrong? Supposing the Administrator of the General 
Services Administration is wrong? Suppose he honestly thinks that 
there would be greater efficiency but later it is proven to be wrong? 

Mr. Eckert. The bill provides that it would have to be discon- 
tinued. 

Mr. McCormack. That is after 2 years. What about the matter 
now? What about the right of an agency that the General Services 
Administrator is moving in on—and I use that term “moving in on’”’ 
descriptively because I know he will perform his duties fairly. I am 
not impugning the motives of any man who would be Administrator, 
and I respect the man in there now and my relations with the General 
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Services Administration have been very pleasant and I think they are 
doing a grand job. We all make mistakes, but I think they are doing 
a grand job. But if I were Administrator, [ would want to have an 
agency that honestly differed with me, and myself, to be able to go 
to some third party, somebody who is in an objective position to 
analyze and appraise and determine, to pass upon it. What objection 
is there to that? That is elementary in democracy; isn’t it? 

Mr. Eckert. Yes. Ido not say that an appeal provision couldn’t 
be put in. 

Mr. McCormack. It doesn’t necessarily have to be an appeal pro- 
vision. It might operate in the nature of an appeal. It could be 
provided that where there is an honest difference of opinion, that then 
it is submitted to the President, and of course, the President himself 
cannot do it. In turn the President would delegate that to someone 
else. 

Mr. Brown. Of course, you have to have final responsibility vested 
some place; do you not? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes 

Mr. Brown. It is whether the Congress wants to fix it in the hands 
of the Administrator. 

Mr. McCormack. Yes; but then there is the question, no matter 
how fair I might be, and assuming I was Administrator of the General 
Services Administration, if I am interested in carrying out the pro- 
visions of this bill if it became law, I am, in a sense, an interested 
party and, naturally, being a human, I think my own views are right, 
or the views of my agency. Whereas some person who is divorced 
from or not directly interested with or in the agency might see things 
somewhat differently. 

Mr. Ikarp. Will the gentleman yield for just one question? 

Mr. McCormack. Pardon me. I am not saying my mind its closed 
on that question. I am trying to get the benefit of your knowledge 
and experience. 

Mr. Eckert. That would be a little out of line of the General 
Accounting Office, but my reaction is that this is mandatory only 
on the executive agencies, and each executive agency is going to take 
issue with this, it seems to me. He has a way to appeal through his 
Cabinet position. 

Mr. McCormack. If this should become law, he would have to 
appeal outside this law. 

Mr. Eckert. That is, of course, true. 

Mr. Brown. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mr. Brown. Congress set up the General Accounting Office for the 
very purpose to ride herd on the fiscal activities of the various agen- 
cies, divisions, branches, and departments of the Government. This 
bill, as 1 contemplate it, would place in the Director of the General 
Services Administration the authority to ride herd on the use of 
motor vehicles. 

If you should have some right of appeal or should have some 
provision for appeal from the decision of the Director of the General 
Services Administration, why shouldn’t we amend the law and have 
some provision for appeal from the ruling or decision of the Comp- 
troller General? 
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You hear more squawks from a lot of the agencies and departments 
of the Government than anything else, I imagine, but somebody has 
to have the final decision and control and final authority to pass. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, the General Accounting Office is an 
arm of the legislative branch, as I understand it. 

Mr. Brown. That is true. 

Mr. McCormack. If the General Accounting Office makes a 
decision and it affects me as an individual, I have the right to go to 
court, do I not? 

Mr. Eckert. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. So there is an appeal. 

Mr. Eckert. In the fiscal matters relating to the departments, the 
departments would have the right to appeal to the Congress for 
procedural matters. You are speaking of a claimant now. We have 
many controls over the various agencies with respect to their fiscal 
operations and the decision of the Comptroller General is final. 

Mr. McCormack. You are the only arm of the legislative branch 
that I know of, outside of Congress itself. 

Mr. Eckert. In that field. 

Mr. McCormack. If they had three or four more arms of the 
legislative branch, then the situation might be different where there is 
controversy between them; isn’t that true? 

Mr. Eckert. Yes. 

Mr. Brown. The President would also appoint the man who would 
be the one to whom appeals were made. Why couldn’t he make 
certain that he had the right sort of an appeal agent, too? 

Mr. Eckert. The safeguards of the General Accounting Office 
rulings, the showing of the reasonableness of the establishment of a 
policy and that will be checked and verified by the General Accounting 
Office in connection with our audit of the General Services Adminis- 
tration. That was our reason for putting it in there. We want 
something of record that we can look at and after they agree this is 
true or it is not true and if it isn’t, we will take appropriate measures 
to see that it is corrected. 

Mr. Rien_man. Do you have any other questions, Mr. Brown? 

Mr. Brown. No. 

Mr. Rrexuman. Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Ikard asked me to yield a moment ago. 

Mr. Rrewuman. Mr. Ikard. 

Mr. Ikarp. I was going to bring out the point that the gentleman 
just did, that the General Accounting Office would check it, that in 
the review of the final affairs that they would review the reports of 
the investigation made, pointing up the feasibility of the pool and the 
economy of it. 

Mr. Ecxerr. We must understand, of course, that if Agency A 
says, “I do not want to be in this pool and I think [ have good reasons 
that do not concern economy, and so forth, to stay out of it” the 
General Accounting Office would not inject itself into such a situation. 

Mr. Ikarp. But you might indirectly, whether you want to or not 
you might find yourself in the position of an appeal agency even though 
it was an indirect matter in that you might be in a position of saying 
to the General Services Administration, this is an uneconomical thing. 

Mr. Eckert. Overall. 
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Mr. Ikarp. Yes, overall. And we might like to put it on record 
that it be changed. 

Mr. Ecxerr. That is correct. We would change it or we would 
come to this committee and say, “Here is one that is going on that 
should not be going on, in our opinion.”’ 

Mr. Ikarp. Even thought it would be indirect, you would be 
passing judgment on the effectiveness from the standpoint of economy 
and efficiency on the operation of these pools 

Mr. Eckert. I think it would be fair to say that, Mr. Ikard, yes. 

Mr. Ikarp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rreauman. Mr. Pilcher, do vou have any questions? 

Mr. Prucnuer. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rreaxuman. Mr. Brooks? 

Mr. Brooks. No questions 

Mr. Rresuman. Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Liescoms. Yes; Mr. Chairman. In the bill, on page 4, sub- 
section (e), it gives 2 years under trial to show savings that can be 
made. Do you think that is the right length of time? 

Mr. Eckxerr. I do not know. It is rather hard or difficult to say 
what period you should have for a trial period. In other words, that 
is, of course, our proposal here, that these things be put on in a trial 
basis to see if they can be operated. The General Accounting Office 
is for efficiency and economy wherever we can find it. If this is an 
element of it, we are for it. But we want some safeguard so that they 
will not continue it if it is not. 

Whether the period should be 2 years, and I would say you would 
need at least a minimum of a full fiscal year, but my personal reaction 
would be that you would need a full year. 

Mr. Rrexuman. Isn’t it true that the Administrator has the author- 
ity, to close it down prior to 2 years? 

Mr. Eckert. Oh, yes, sir; he could close it down in 2 or 3 months, 
but I think it would be reasonable to go for at least a year. If it lost 
money the first month, you wouldn’t expect the Administrator to go 
in and shut it down because his expenses may have developed in the 
first month. 

Mr. McCormack. Suppose the Administrator, at the end of 2 or 
3 years, doesn’t think it is uneconomical. Who makes the decision on 
the question of whether it is efficient or economical or not? 

Mr. Ecxerr. I think this, he would make the decision. We would 
review his record that he has kept and established as to these costs. 
If we felt that there was a showing that it was uneconomical, if those 
figures disproved that, our figures disproved his, we would report it 
to Congress and come to this committee. 

Mr. McCormack. You would hesitate very much on a_ broad 
operation of this kind to disapprove it, wouldn’t you? 

Mr. Eckert. I think it would have to be a clear showing. As you 
know, dealing with costs of operations is sometimes a troublesome 
problem and one that is not too tangent and I think a good look at 
the overall situation, recognizing the elements of what are and what 
are not costs, would be a fair assumption. 

Mr. McCormack. Supposing the General Accounting Office takes 
the position that it is not fair and economical and the General Services 
Administration says it is? 








FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 115 


Mr. Eckert. We would tell the General Services Administration 
the way we feel about it and ask them to stop it. 

Mr. McCormack. Suppose they did not? 

Mr. Eckert. We would report to Congress. 

Mr. McCormack. So you would have to appeal to someone. The 
Congress could pass, in the way it does, upon the General Accounting 
Office and the General Services Administration, is that right? 

Mr. Eckert. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. Why isn’t it fair, then, in the first instance? 
We have General Services Administration which, of course, serves a 
very important function and we are all very proud of it in Congress 
and I hope that the next man will be as good as the last one, and if 
the man is appointed, I expect and hope will be appointed, he will be. 

Why, in the first instance, where there is an honest difference of 
opinion between the two branches of the executive government, where 
there is an honest difference between them, shouldn’t they have the 
right to submit it to the President or someone of his representatives 
where it can be viewed objectively? 

Mr. Eckert. The General Accounting Office would have no objec- 
tion to incorporation of language such as that here. There could be 
no objection to leaving the final decision to the General Services 
Administration. My question is personally whether it isn’t really 
there, anyway. 

In other words, I think you would have to go a step further and 
indicate it shall not go into operation 30 or 60 or 90 days in order to 
give time for this look-see by the President or the Bureau of the 
Budget or whoever he may delegate that authority to. If you want to 
accomplish that, I would suggest that we put a provision in there that, 
in the event of objection, the pool shall not be put into effect for 60 or 
90 days, during which time the affected agency shall have the right to 
appeal to the President or his delegate. 

Mr. McCormack. My mind is not closed on any of these questions. 
J am asking questions for assistance. 

Mr. Eckerr. Surely. 

Mr. Jonas. The language in subsection (e) on page 4 of the bill is 
stronger than somebody’s idea that economies have been accomplished. 
It says: 

If, in any 2 successive fiscal years, no actual savings are realized on the basis 
of the accounting for costs * * 

That takes it out of the field of judgment on the part of the Adminis- 
trator. He has got to prove that savings have been realized, or close 
down the operation. 

Mr. McCormack. That presents a question of facts, too, and on all 
questions of fact, somebody has to make the decision. 

Mr. Eckert. Yes. 

Mr. Rrexni~Man. Do you have any questions, Mr. Pilcher? 

Mr. Piucuer. No questions. 

Mr. Rrexsuman. Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Lipscoms. I just finished. 

Mr. Riesuman. | guess that is all. Thank you very much, Mr. 
eckert. 

Mr. Eckert. We were very happy to have been here. 

Mr. RienitmMan. We have three gentlemen from the Civil Service 
Commission. 
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Mr. McCormack. You heard the suggestion about striking out the 5 
words “and office equipment.’”’ What is your view on that? 
Mr. Jonas. I have no objection to that. 
Mr. McCormack. I thought for the record it might be well to have 
your views. 
Mr. Jonas: I could understand how that term ‘office equipment” 
might be too broad. 
Mr. Rres~man. We will now hear from the three gentlemen from 
the Civil Service Commission. 


STATEMENT OF SEYMOUR BERLIN, CHIEF, PROGRAM PLANNING 
DIVISION; ACCOMPANIED BY ERNEST S. PRIMOFF, CHIEF, 
TRADES AND INDUSTRIAL TESTING UNIT; AND DR. W. C. 
STRANG, ASSISTANT TO THE MEDICAL DIRECTOR AND CHIEF, 
MEDICAL STANDARDS AND PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED SEC- 
TION, CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Berwin. We are appearing in place of the originally scheduled 
witnesses from the Civil Service Commission, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. RieuumMan. Who has the statement? 

Mr. Breruty. I have the statement. This is the statement of Mr. 
John W. Macy, Jr., Executive Director of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion, who anticipated testifying last Tuesday and I am substituting 
for Mr. Macy today. 

Mr. RreuuMan. You may proceed, Mr. Berlin. 

Mr. Beruin. We appreciate this opportunity to discuss the Civil 
Service Commission’s interest in H. R. 8753. 

We are interested in the part of the bill that deals with motor 
vehicles. It gives the General Services Administrator authority to 
exercise a control over the operation of Government-owned motor 
vehicles that executive agencies use in transporting property or pas- 
sengers. In connection with this control section 211 (i) of the bill 
gives the Civil Service Commission the responsibility of issuing regula- 
tions regarding the people who are authorized to operate Government- 
owned motor vehicles for official purposes. The executive agencies 


would be required to follow the Commission’s regulations. 4 

The main idea of this section is that since the Civil Service Com- ; 
mission determines the qualifications of people to operate motor i 
vehicles in examining applicants for appointment, it is reasonable 4 
that the Commission should set the qualifications that operators of : 
Government-owned motor vehicles should continue to have i 
after appointment. The heads of executive agencies are given the 4 


responsibility for complying with the Commission’s regulations and 
for testing their operators to see that they continue to have the 
required qualifications. 

We believe that the purpose of the provision is entirely proper and 
we have no objection to the responsibility being given to the Civil 
Service Commission. 

We feel that the standards which the Civil Service Commission 
has developed for the purpose of recruiting and selecting drivers are 
sound and effective. They are based on scientific knowledge of what 
makes a good safe driver. We place emphasis on safe driving records, 
safe driving habits, common courtesy, and respect for the rights of 
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others. We recognize that disabled veterans and other handicapped 
people may have developed habits of caution and other skills which 
make them good safe drivers. We have always kept in mind that the 
purpose of our qualifications is to assist in the selection of motor 
vehicle operators who will be careful of life and property. We do 
not want accident-prone drivers to operate federally owned motor 
vehicles. If the same qualifications are applied through periodic 
retesting of physical fitness after an employee goes on the job, opera- 
tors whose qualifications for good safe driving deteriorate will be given 
other work and thus many accidents can be prevented. This part 
of the bill, therefore, should be considered as a part of the overall 
safety program of the Federal Government. 

Another good feature of section 211 (i) is that it applies to the 
so-called incidental driver. He is the driver whose job title and pri- 
mary duties do not indicate that driving is even a part-time duty. 
Some messengers and mechanics may spend considerable time in 
driving duties. When a regular truck driver is absent from a job, 
a laborer may be assigned to driving a heavy truck. It may be that 
the laborer has never driven a heavy truck before. Because of the 
frequent lack of standards in assigning such incidental drivers, they 
cause a majority of our accidents even though they drive fewer miles 
than regular drivers. We believe that the same qualifications should 
be applied to all operators of federally owned motor vehicles including 
these incidental operators. 

This shies in the bill, however, goes beyond the present scope 
of the Civil Service Commission. We do not have any examining 
responsibility with regard to the uniformed members of the Armed 
Forces or to such agencies as the Tennessee Valley Authority and the 
Atomic Energy Commission since these and other agencies are ex- 
cepted from the competitive civil service. Although we believe that 
the same standards should apply to operators of motor vehicles 
throughout the Federal service, we do not propose that our regula- 
tions should be extended to cover either uniformed personnel or the 
excepted agencies. For this reason the Commission is suggesting : 
slight revision of the first sentence in section 211 (i). The recom- 
mended language would limit the authority of the regulations issued 
by the Commission to employees in executive agencies that are in- 
cluded in the competitive civil service. To insure that the same 
standards will be used in regard to employees who are not in the com- 
petitive civil service, we propose that the heads of executive agencies 
shall issue the standards but that the standards shall conform to the 
regulations issued by the Commission. In this way the objective of 
the bill is carried out without extending the jurisdiction of the Civil 
Service Commission beyond its present limits. Our revision deliber- 
ately does not include any authority over the uniformed members of 
the armed services. We would have no objection if the bill were 
worded to exclude such uniformed personnel. 

There are many employees who operate their own automobiles for 
official business. Civil Service examining standards now apply to 
regular chauffeurs and truck drivers, regardless of whether the ve- 
hicles are owned or leased by the Government. We have had con- 
versations with the Post Office Department to discuss whether to 
include driving examining standards in examinations for their rural 
carriers who own their own vehicles. 
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The bill does not deal with the operation of privately owned motor 
vehicles, but only Government-owned vehicles. The bill would not, 
however, preclude agency heads issuing regulations for privately 
owned motor vehicles We would have no objection if the bill were 
words d LO permit agenci Ss LO issue such reculations. 

In our suggested revision, we use the word “regulations” as being 
issued by the Civil Service Commission. By the term “regulations,” 
we mean only examining standards for appointment and continued 
assignment. If the committee wishes, we would be perfectly willing 
to substitute a phrase such as “examining standards” for the word 
“regulations” in our proposed amendment. We are not equipped to 
issue any regulations other than examining standards on this subject. 
The Civil Service Commission would have no objection to rewording 
the bill to authorize agency heads to issue regulations, as long as the 
authority to issue examining standards rests with the Civil Service 
Commission. 

We have not made a study of the various problems that would be 
encountered by the Administrator of General Services in the exercise 
of his control over the operation of motor vehicles in the executive 
agencies. This area is clearly outside of the province of the Civil 
Service Commission. Therefore, we have no comments to make on 
the other provisions of the bill. Insofar as section 211 (i) of the bill 
is concerned we believe that it should be revised in accordance with 
our suggestion. If this is done we would have no objection to its 
enactment. 

Mr. Rresiman. Do any of the other gentlemen have anything they 
would like to add. 

Mr. Primorr. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Strana. No, sir. 

Mr. Rigxuman. Mr. Lantaff, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Lantarr. No questions. 

Mr. Rrexutman. Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack. No questions. 

Mr. Rresiman. Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. No questions. 

Mr. Rrexstman. Mr. Jonas, do you have anything you would like 
to say? 

Mr. Jonas. I have no objection to the suggestions made by the Civil 
Service Commission. 

Mr. Rresitman. Thank you very much gentlemen. 

Mr. Jonas, do you have anything else you would like to say? 

Mr. Jonas. One brief statement I would like to have Mr. Hanson 
make. 

Mr. Rrgexutman. Mr. Hansen, will you please come up to the table. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF JOHN HANSON, CHIEF, MOTOR EQUIP- 
MENT BRANCH, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; AC- 
COMPANIED BY MAX ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Hanson. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, we would 
like to attempt to answer a few questions that have been asked and 
if the committee will bear with us, comment briefly on a few points 
touched on by the other witnesses. 
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It seems that, generally, the witnesses before this committee have 
been in agreement on the value of proposed legislation which would 
provide for the establishment of motor pools, especially motor pools 
for the other fellow. 

The Bureau of the Budget feels that such motor pools should bi 
entirely on a voluntary basis. 

The Department of Defense feels they should be exempt from any 
requirement providing for their inclusion in motor pools operated by 
or for civil agencies. ; 

The General Services Administration believes that H. R. 8753 
essentially represents good, sound legislation which will, if enacted, 
produce economies and increased efficiency, but our experience 
indicates that only failures will result from any further efforts to 
operate interagency motor pools on a voluntary basis, without legis- 
lative authority. 

In this respect, we would like to comment further on a few points 
and to offer some additional information 

With respect to the Denver Federal Center motor pool. which is a 
pilot operation it has been said that the Bureau of the Budget assisted 
the General Services Administration in establishing the Denver Fed- 
eral Center motor pool. Actually they are too modest. The Bureau 
of the Budget had twice rev iewed the problem on the spot once in early 
spring and again in midsummer 1953. and had recommended the estab 
lishment of the pool under the General Services Administration before 
we were advised that the proposition was under active consideration. 

As the next step, after discussing the proposed pool with GSA, the 
Jureau of the Budget contacted the agencies concerned and arranved 
for their participation, although there was considerable opposition by 
some participants. 

After this, the General Services Administration still had consider- 
able difficulty in establishing the pool and obtaining the full coopera- 
tive support of all operating elements concerned. 

In fact, it has been the General Services Administration’s experience 
that such consolidated motor pools, if dependent on cooperative 
effort, even with the support and backing of the Bureau of the Budget, 
are doomed to failure. 

Without further legislative authority, the Denver venture also is 
almost certain to eventually fail. 

Mr. McCormack. Almost certain to what? 

Mr Hanson. Eventually fail. 

Mr McCormack. Without additional legislative authority? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

We have no objection to the reasonable right of appeal by the 
agencies if it is incorporated in this bill in some manner 

With respect to the saving from the Denver Federal Center motor 
pool, there had been several questions asked on that and I would like 
to clarify it somewhat. 

One year ago there were based at the Denver Federal Center 655 
motor vehicles. 

On April 1, 1954, there were based at the Denver Federal Center 
532 units. 

Of the 532 units, 350 are now in the Denver Federal Center motor 
pool. 
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One hundred and eighty-two were retained by the agencies as 
special-purpose units, or are project units, not susceptible to pooling. 

There has been a reduction of the motor vehicle inventory at the 
Denver Federal Center, since the establishment of the motor pool, of 
123 vehicles. 

Fifty-one have been sold or are in the process of disposal. 

Seventy-two have been transferred to field projects by the agencies 
for the announced purpose, in most cases, of upgrading, which will 
permit the disposal of other units. 

Without question, the establishment of the motor pool resulted in 
this reduction and the consolidation should have the credit for the 
reduction in the Denver Federal Center motor-vehicle inventory of at 
least 100 of the units. In addition, we now know that we can meet 
the demands of the summer’s peak workload and still further reduce 
the fleet 

With respect to the General Services Administration’s computation 
of savings, apparently our explanation as to why we used a factor of 

$500 per vehicle per year, for each vehicle removed from service, has 
not been sufficiently ne ar, or perhaps the trouble is that we have been 
too conservative. With your permission, I should like to try to 
clarify our explanation of this computation. 

The reports submitted by the civil agencies for the fiscal year of 
1953 reported average operating and maintenance costs per vehicle, 
per year, for automobiles, station wagons, utility vehicles, light and 
medium trucks, at $525 each. 

Our records and agency reports verify that there is an additional 
annual cost, for depreciation, storage and handling of at least $275 
each. 

Or, a total annual average cost per vehicle of $800. 

The concept of good motor pool management is to dispose of 
unnecessary vehicles and increase the use of the retained units. 

Our experience indicates that the total number of units, in areas 
considered for pooling, can be reduced by 25 percent. The Navy has 
testified that by the adoption of good motor-vehicle management 
practices they will reduce their fleet 29 percent. These reductions 
generally result in increasing the total miles of all vehicles retained 
by about 5,000 miles per year for each unit disposed of. Naturally, 
this results in a transfer of an an amount of operating costs (5,000 
times 5.8 cents per mile), or approximately $300 per vehicle disposed of. 

Therefore, subtracting the $300 from the reported average cost per 
vehicle per year ($800), leaves a saving of $500 per vehicle per year 
for each unit retired from service. We believe this a conservative 
and provable formula. 

It is interesting to note that the Navy who, by their own state- 
ment, has had much more experience in this field than the General 
Services Administration, have evaluated their savings on the basis 
of $700 per year for each vehicle retired from service. 

One further point: It has been said that the arbitrary assumption 
of savings needs to be replaced by sound cost-account data. We 
subscribe to that statement without reservation but submit that such 
data is not presently available, although we have continuously advo- 
cated the need for procedures which will make it available. 

There is presently no standard required, Governmentwide cost- 
accounting system for keeping Government motor-vehicle costs. 
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Costs which are reported by one agency are not reported by others 
and there are several major costs which are seldom considered by 
most of the agencies. For example: 

1. Depreciation or replacement costs are not generally kept by 
the agencies; 

2. Storage costs are kept by but a relatively few agencies and then 
seldom include cost of Government building; 

3. Handling costs, part-time clerks, supervisors, storage handlers, 
and even some service and maintenance personnel are not generally 
charged to motor vehicle operations; 

4. Operating supplies, even fuel and repairs, and especially accident 
costs are often handled as direct project costs and are not available 
for true cost comparisons; 

5. Uniformed military personnel in most instances are not charged 
as a cost to motor-vehicle operation. Hence, it is extremely difficult 
to ascertain with any degree of accuracy costs of present operations. 

There are still other savings, which, because of the present account- 
ing systems, cannot be accurately evaluated. These include the 
elimination of duplicating services, such as buses, messenger, freight 
hauls and so forth; the elimination of duplicating maintenance. service 
and storage facilities; and the savings to be obtained by establishing 
control and supervision under trained technicians, especially for 
maintenance and operation. 

The General Services Administration is entirely in accord with the 
premise that there are other and even greater savings to be obtained 
through improved management of the Federal motor vehicle fleet. 

The Navy’s experience, since Mr. Jonas introduced H. R. 4457, as 
testified here, is proof of these statements. They have stated that 
by June 30, 1955, they will have accomplished a combined reduction 
of their motor fleet of approximately 29 percent. A review of our 
testimony before this committee and previous committees will indicate 
that this supports our theory that, generally, through the adoption of 
improved fleet management, the fleets can be reduced as much as 20 
or 25 percent. 

As a service agency, during the past 3 years, GSA has cooperated 
with other agencies in sponsoring an extensive educational program 
aimed at improving, throughout the Government, the ability of Fed- 
eral fleet managers and operators and obtaining improvements in fleet 
management. 

At our request, industry has furnished, at their cost of over $150,000, 
engineers and technicians to assist in conducting training seminars for 
nearly 2,000 Federal equipment employees throughout the country 
and in Alaska. The savings resulting from these seminars are not 
readily susceptible to evaluation. However, we know the change in 
the warranty policy of one manufacturer alone has saved the Govern- 
ment at least $10 for each vehicle purchased from that manufacturer, 
and the total number of vehicles purchased annually is normally in 
the thousands. 

In addition, similarly, the AAA, at their expense of about $10,000, 
has, under GSA’s sponsorship, conducted a series of 11 drivers’ and 
supervisors’ courses throughout the United States. These courses, 
under the able instruction of Prof. Amos Neyhart, of the Pennsylvania 
State College, will result in a decrease in the accident rate and other 
very important savings. 
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GSA is very proud of the fact that these programs have been 
available and have been participated in by the employees of all 
Government agencies, and that agencies are now reporting fleet 
savings. 

Recently, as a final step, after a long study, we prepared a factual 
report, A Proposal for Improving Federal Motor Vehicle Management. 
Copies of this report have been furnished to interested equipment 
personnel throughout the Government for comments and suggestions, 
with the hope that it will eventually stimulate an overall legislative 
program aimed at improving the management of the Federal fleet. 

It outlines a proposal which we believe, if adopted, can save the 
Government about $40 million annually, over and above the savings 
to be obtained from pooling of motor vehicles. Copies of this report 
have also been furnished BOB for study and comment and this com- 
mittee for their information. 

It is to be noted that the Navy statement of May 10 questions the 
saving in our proposal. However, a review of the Navy’s formula 
produces a few discrepancies. They list the purchase cost of a stand- 
ard, light 4-door sedan at $1,384, and add thereto about $225 average 
worldwide transportation cost, including handling and storage in 
transit. The latest Government purchase figures indicate that the 
average purchase cost for this vehicle, delivered in the United States, 
is $1,300 each. 

Likewise, the statement assumes an arbitrary turn-in value of $525 
for a 3-year old vehicle. The present NADA as-is average values, 
substantiated by information from other sources, indicate that at this 
time, with an abnormally low used car market, the turn-in value of 
these vehicles is still $700 or more 

I would like to take this opportunity to make it a matter of record 
that in our opinion some of the officers responsible for the Department 
of Defense motor vehicle operations are definitely outstanding in the 
field of motor transport I would like to commend Comdr. Robert 
Stewart on the wonderful job that he has been doing. 

The General Services Administration, as Mr. Mansure stated here 
on May 5, lays no claim to any unique, transcendant power to admin- 
ister the Federal motor vehicle fleet, but as a service age nev for the 
Government we are honestly, vitally concerned with all things per- 
taining to motor vehicle service which may ultimately result in 
savings and consider it a mandate to advise Congress and the agencies 
of all such possibilities 

We do not claim to be infallible in our proposals and we are sure 
that all of those concerned appreciate the fact that calculations 
deve loped at one time or over a pe riod of time are consti antly subject 
to revision with respect to the changing conditions in the automobile 
industry. However, as a service agency, we are strong advocates of 
any improvement which will produce any savings, whether they be 
$5 million, $10 million, $20 million, or $40 million, and we believe 
that, wherever possible, the savings should be accomplished by the 
agencies without benefit of any superimposed control by the General 
Services Administration or anyone else. 

There was a discussion yesterday as to the motor vehicle inventory 
figures for this area. The figures quoted vesterday were for the 
metropolitan area, which includes Prince Georges C ounty, Mont- 
gomery County, Fairfax and Alexandria Counties. I have here a 
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list of the vehicles which were actually registered in the District of 
Columbia as of yesterday, not the metropolitan area but the District 
of Columbia and I would like to submit this list for the record, if | 
may, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rirexuman. That list of motor vehicles registered in the 
District of Columbia will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(Motor vehicles registered in the District of Columbia are as 
follows: ) 


Motor vehicles registered in the District of Columbia, May 11, 1954 


cIVIl AGENCIES 


Passenger cars and station wagons 359 
Ambulances 9 
Buses 16 
Trucks 1. 276 

Total 1. 660 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSI 


Passenger cars and station Wagons 546 
Ambulances 34 
Buses 104 
‘Trucks 1. 007 

Total 1. 691 


rOTAI OF ALL GOVERNMI 


Passenger cars and statior Zo 905 

Ambulances 

Buses 120 

Prueks 2, 283 
Total 3.351 


Mr. HANSON. In closing, Mr. Mansure sper ifically wanted to point 
out that in many instances commercial services are now and have 
been available for some time which, if used in lieu of Government 
equipment, would result in substantial savings. For example, th 
use of taxicabs in zones 1 and 2 of the District of Columbia 

There exists in many places within the Government, and has for 
some time, possibilities of savings through consolidating motor 
services and requirements, such as the several shuttle and bus opera- 
tions by Government agencies in Washington 

Although these possibilities are and have been available for some 
time, agencies have not voluntarily taken advantage of them, and 
our experience is that n ith r will they ise a consolidat “d inte ravene 
motor pool on a voluntary basis. 

Mr. Mansure does not believe that the sa ines which are available 
under this bill will be realized unless there is legislation which provides 
both the authority and responsibility for establishing, operating, and 
using’ consolidat d Interagency motor pools and motor transport 
systems within the Government, whether it be bv direction of th 
Gen ral Services Admiunisir: tion, another agency of the exec 
branch, or by the agencies concerned. 

We therefore stand ready and willing to assist this committee, ¢s 
well as other azencies in the Government, now or at any time in the 
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future, in evolving any changes or amendments which could conduce 
to harmony in the efficiency of the administration of the ultimate 
enactment of legislation to improve the Federal motor vehicle fleet 
management. 

In closing, we would like to make it a part of the record that we feel 
this committee has been very patient and thorough in their examina- 
tion of this problem. We believe that there has been a fair and honest 
presentation before this committee of all sides of the problem, and we 
shall be pleased to abide by any action taken by the committee. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I would like to compliment the gentle- 
man on his statement and, because I have to leave, I would like to 
hand to the chairman for such use as he may deem advisable, a report 
here of chauffeur-driven automobiles that are on Capitol Hill while 
we are considering this matter. 

I would like to ask one question if I may. 

Mr. Riexuman. Do you want this list made a part of the record? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rrewi_man. It will be made a part of the record. 

(List of Government vehicles on Capitol Hill, May 12, between 
10:15 and 11:30 a. m., is as follows:) 

May 12, 1954, 10:15-11:30 A. M. 

In vicinity of the two House Office Buildings, Congressional Hotel, and House 
side of the Capitol 

(1) Army 173673—Pick up and depart. 

Congressional Hotel: 

(2) Navy (Marine) 179693-1786—-N: Chauffeur—to bring General Hill 
to hearing and wait for him; arrive, 9:45 a. m., depart, ., 

(3 Navy 9200228-1628-N: Chauffeur—to bring Admiral Nunn, Judge 
Advocate General, to hearing and return him; arrive, 9:45 a. m. 

(4) Navy 9202895-1921—N: To bring Admiral Perry and return; arrive, 
10:20 a. m. 

5) Navv 920932—1687—N—Chauffeur—arrive, 10:30 a. m.: depart, 10:35 a. m. 

6) Army 20889841—Chauffeur—3005, drove off. 

7) Army 209313447—Chauffeur—station wagon. 

Mr. Brown. I would like to ask anyone from the General Services 
Administration whether or not—and I have had a report to that 
effect—and I would like to know whether the General Counsel from 
the Department of Defense has issued an opinion on the use of motor 
vehicles in that Department for social purposes. Does anybody know? 

Mr. Exuiorr. It is my understanding that he has. That question 
depends on a construction of the laws relating to the Department of 
Defense. It is my understanding that the General Counsel for the 
Department of Defense has issued such an opinion. I have not seen 
it. I believe a copy was sent to the Bureau of the Budget. I have 
been informed, however, by the General Counsel for the Department 
of Defense that his conclusion rests on a line of succession theory, 
and that is that the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of each 
Department being entitled to a car for his personal use; therefore 
everyone who under the various military acts would succeed to the 
Office of Secretary in the event of a disability of a superior is similarly 
entitled to such a vebicle. P 

Mr. Brown. Death or absence line? 

Mr. Exuuiortr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brown. When there is only one Member of the House left he 
will be entitled to the car of the Speaker of the House; wouldn’t he? 
That is pretty logical. 
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I think it would be of help to the committee if we had that opinion. 

Mr. Exuiorr. I think you should ask the Department of Defense 
for it. 

Mr. Brown. Oh, yes. I would like to read it. That is a rather 
logical line of reasoning. 

(See exhibit 16, p. 165.) 

Mr. McCormack. You have no objection to an agency where there 
is a difference of opinion, having a right of review. 

Mr. Exurorr. I would like to answer this if I might, Mr. MeCor- 
mack. Certainly we agree completely with your conclusion. 

Mr. McCormack. I haven’t reached a conclusion. 

Mr. Exiuiorr. Excuse me. In a democratic country everybody 
should have a right of appeal. I think that Mr. Eckert when he 
spoke, spoke very soundly when he said as a matter of practice 
under the operation of the bill as it is now written if an agency did 
not feel that the General Services Administration’s action was justified, 
they would find a way to the President’s house. There is no question 
about that. The question about appeal— 

Mr. McCormack. I said review. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, review. Certainly, as Mr. Eckert pointed out, 
there will be a review of our savings by the General Accounting Office 
and that they may properly audit under subsection (d) and (e). 

On top of that we will have a review each year by the Bureau of 
the Budget of our projected use of the General Supply Fund to operate 
these pools. It will be part of the budget process. So there will be 
constant, practical review all along the line of the results of our 
actions. 

Mr. McCormack. There is a lot of surplus property around the 
world to dispose of now, isn’t there? 

Mr. Exuuiorr. That is what they tell me. 

Mr. McCormack. Has that been determined as to who will sell it? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Mr. Wilson, the Secretary of Defense, and Mr. 
Mansure, the Administrator of the General Services Administration, 
have reached an agreement that the Department of Defense and the 
General Services Administration will cooperate in the disposal of 
that property. 

The respective staffs in the organizations are now engaged in a 
study and trying to get something definite worked out. As a matter 
of fact, we are under a mandate from Mr. Riehlman’s subcommittee 
to make such study and report to him, and I am afraid we are a little 
slow in doing it. 

Mr. McCormack. Supposing we passed the law giving to the 
Department of Defense the authority to survey and order the General 
Services Administration to do certain things in connection with the 
disposal of property that comes under the jurisdiction of the General 
Services Administration, and the General Services Administration 
thought that the department was wrong, wrong in whole or in part, 
and that their plan was correct and the law gave the Department of 
Defense the authority to compel the General ‘Services Administration 
to comply with the views of the Defense Department. Outside the 
law we are not talking about the law, a bill if it is enacted this way 
becomes alaw. That is extra legal, taking it up. I understand that. 
I have had many years of experience here. In this case there, how 
would the General Services Administration feel if they did not have 
the right of a review where there is an honest difference of opinion? 
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Mr. Exvurorr. I give you two answers on that, sir. I think that 
somebody has got to have a final judgment. 

Mr. McCormack. We are providing for a final judgment. There 
is no question about final judgment being provided for. 

Mr. Exvuiorr. | think we would try to exhaust all our efforts to try 
LO persuade the Department of Defense to our view. : 

Mr. McCormack. Which would be logical. I agree with that. 

Mr. Exxuiorr. If we feel we would have to carry it out. 

Mr. McCormack. If anything, I lean toward the General Services 
Administration because my relationship has been most pleasant and I 
respect the agency very much and those who are administering it. 
My mind is not made up 

Take ourselves, for example. We have an honest difference of 
opinion. How would you feel if I had the authority to impose that 
upon you without your having a right of having your views reviewed 
by some disinterested person? We are talking now about honest 
differences, I assume 

Mr. Exviiorr. There is an act on the books called the Stockpile Act 
in which the authority is vested in the Department of Defense, and 
it has been transferred to the Office of Defense Mobilization by the 
reorganization plan, to direct the General Services Administration 
as to the quality, quantity and items to be put in the national stock- 
pile. 

So we have that precise situation and we have lived under it for 8 
vears and we have had honest differences of opinion. Sometimes we 
have been able to persuade them that our opinion was correct. Other 
times we have not, and then we followed along because somewhere 
there must be the power of final decision. 

Mr. McCormack. That question Is not involved in my discussion 
taking place today that there would not be a final decision, is it? 

Mr. Ei.iiorr. 1 was not too clear from the testimony of the Bureau 
of the Budget on that point. 1 was left in some confusion on that. 

Mir. McCormack. Is there any doubt in the questions that I asked 
that there would be a final authority involved? 


Mr. Exuiorr. No, si 


Mr. \N cCormac} You talked about the General Accounting 
Office We are talking about agencies of the executive branch of the 
Government That is trus The General Accounting Office is an 
agency of the legislative branch. Suppose there were 2 or 3 legislative 
agencies and they had an honest difference of opinion. Don’t you 
t ik they should be able to submit it to someone in authority? 


\ir. Evuiorr. The authority, of course, rests in the President. 
\ir. McCormaci I understand, but he has got authority vested in 
him not by law but by reason of the power of position which probably 
a President would be hesitant to exercise 

Mr. Exuiorr. If I might disagree, the authority does rest by law. 


because under section 205 (a) of the Federal Property Act there is this 
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That provision will apply to the bill presently before the committee 
if that bill becomes law. 

Mr. McCormack. Is it your position that under that that the 
President can order or prescribe that a review be given, provided for? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir; definitely. 

Mr. McCormack. That may be so. 

Mr. Exuiorr. And I think he could prescribe the areas and limita- 
tions in which we could tell them to go into pools or say that they 
should not go into pools. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Hanson, you said under those circumstances 
he would have no such knowledge or authority when he testified a 
little while ago. 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. In order to remove any doubt and to probably 
clarify the avenue for more understanding action by members of the 
committee, what would be the objection to providing for it in the bill 
itself? 

Mr. Exuiorr. No objection at all. I would like, if it could be done 
and this is a mechanical suggestion, that it be done by cross-reference 
to the previous section, because this section would govern not only 
motor vehicles but all of the activities in the field of property manage- 
ment. I think that is something we could work out with the staff if 
the committee wishes to have that reiterated. 

Mr. McCormack. No further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rreuuman. Are there any further questions? 

If not, the committee stands adjourned, and thank you very much 
for having appeared, gentlemen. 

Whereupon, at 12:09 p. m., the committee adjourned 
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ExuisitT 1 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, May 12, 1954. 
Hon. CLare E. Horrman, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Horrman: Thank you for your letter of April 9, 1954, giving us an 
opportunity to comment on H. R. 8753, a bill to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the Adminis- 
trator of General Services to establish and operate motor-vehicle pools and 
systems; to determine such agency furniture, furnishings, and office equipment 
that shall be moved to new locations, and for other purposes. 

This Department agrees that motor-pool arrangements in many instances 
provide an economical and efficient transportation service particularly in certain 
metropolitan areas. As you may know, however, this Department in reports on 
previous similar bills has expressed concern over the possible impairment of the 
efficiency and effectiveness of many of our program operations which would not 
appear to lend themselves to motor-pool arrangements through placing authority 
for the determination of the need for and assignment of program equipment in an 
agency not responsible for the administration of the action program. The bill 
H. R. 8753 is considered to be an improvement over previous bills in this regard 
since it does provide for the Administrator of General Services to exempt agencies 
or activities of agencies from participation in motor pools under certain conditions. 

As you know, this Department is engaged in certain program operations which, 
by their nature, would not appear to lend themselves to motor-pool arrangements 
without impairing the effectiveness and efficiency of such operations. Many of 
the Department’s vehicles are used in connection with program activities such as 
(1) forest-fire fighting, (2) construction and maintenance of forest protection and 
timber access roads, (3) emergency insect eradication, (4) quarantine work, (5) 
livestock inspection work, and (6) on-site technical assistance to farmers and 
ranchers. Some of this work requires special-purpose vehicles and much of it is 
seasonal in nature, or is carried on in areas and under conditions where motor-pool 
arrangements would not be practical. Frequently, it is not possible to predeter- 
mine when vehicles will be required due to such factors as (1) emergencies, (2) cli- 
matic conditions, (3) timing with facilities provided by cooperating State, local, 
and oe ate agencies, (4) uncertainty concerning availability of seasonal employees, 
and (5) inspection and related work. Program activities as previously set forth 
would be seriously impaired if required vehicles were not immediately available 
to meet the varying work conditions. Therefore, we believe there should be 
definite assurance that where the Department responsible for program operations 
makes a determination in any given situation that participation in specific motor 
pools would result in impairment of efficiency or effectiveness of program opera- 
tions, this determination would be conclusive. This could be accomplished by 
providing in the bill for such exemptions upon proper determinations of heads 
of agencies. 

The provision of the bill which authorizes the Administrator of General Services, 
after consultation with the head of the agency concerned, to make a determina- 
tion as to such furniture, furnishings, and office equipment that shall be moved 
to new locations would appear to be advantageous from an overall Government 
standpoint, particularly with regard to economies in transportation costs. How- 
ever, if office equipment is intended to include typewriters, duplicating machines, 
bookkeeping machines, adding machines and similar equipment, then it would 
be the recommendation of this Department that the term “‘office equipment’ be 
deleted as it is not believed that such equipment would lend itseif to substitution 
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to the same extent as office furniture and furnishings, primarily because of the 


many types and the condition factor w h could affect work accomplishment. 
For the above reasons, it sidered desirable that final determination with 
regard to iffice « up t be left with the head of the agency concerned 
Che Bureau he Budget lvise it there is no objection to the submission 
ott epor! 
» cere! 


True D. Morse, 
icting Secretary. 


y 








M 1) I Nir + IRMAD | ! reply to vour letter of April 9 requesting 
the views of the Bu the |] lvet on H. R. 8753, a bill to amend the Federal 
Propertv and Administrative Servi Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the 
wal terote of General Ser ee to estal sha 1 operate motor-vehicle pools and 

’ 1 to provide office fu d fu hings when azencies are moved 
‘ o direct the Ady istrator to report the unauthorized use of 
Qovernt + motor ‘lec 1 to authorize e United States Civil Service 
( in to re ilat op rs of Gover vent-owned motor vehicles, and for 
| ill does not remove tl s for t! Bureau’s pre vious objections to the 
operation of centralized m« pools on a mandatory monopoly basis, as provided 
in H. R. 4457 The Burea views on the latter bill were transmitted to vour 
eommitt on Julv 16. 1953 We suggest in an encl ire herewith specific revi- 
Sic of the new bill, H. R. 8753 +h would provide authorization for the opera- 
tion « ich pools by the General Services Administration as a service available 
to the execiiti scencic 

The Burean aces pts the pren that central motor vehicle pools can, in many 
imsta eS 1) ovide econon 1 tr portation ser ice to avencie of the executive 
br } Ve believe, h er, that the head of a department or ageney, who is 
recognized by law as the offi | responsible for admi tering the programs and 
operations of his organizat s| d e a choice in arranging transportation 
Ser e for his ageney sin r to that available to the heads of private industrial 
and pu organizatio 

On the : of cost proposals for the operation of such pools developed by the 
General Services Administration and presented to the agencies that would be 
erved l? much the same manner that suct prop sals are developed by fleet 
operators serving private busines Federal agencies can elect to utilize such 
Se! ‘ when the proposals cate } the vould be economical The 
Bureau of the Budget would strongly urge and support such decisions by agency 
heads The Bureau would also assist the General Services Administration in its 
provision of motor-pool service by seeking to ascertain that agencies electing not 
to participate in the central pools are basing their decisions not on anv fancied 
differences from other agencies but upon supported determinations that their 
transportation services can be provided outside the central pool system at less 
cost to the Government Under the arrangement recommended by the Bureau 
of t Budget, the General Services Administration would provide a commercial- 
tvpe service that would at all times be obliced to meet the tests of economical 
operation and of serving agency requirements Centralized operation of motor- 

icle pools would depend not on mandatory legislation but upon the provision 
to users of economical and satisfactory transportation service. 

With the revisions suggested in the enclosed statement, the Bureau of the 
Budget would favor the enactment of H. R. 8753 We wish to call to the com- 
mittee’s attention, however, the understanding of the Bureau that subsection 
211 (b) provides the necessary legislative authorization for the Administrator of 
General Services to purchase otor vehicles to be used in the operation of motor 
pools established by him and therefore makes unnecessary specific annual author- 
izations in appropriation acts for the purchase of such vehicles. In this connec- 


tio! we point out that the Budget document will present, for informational 
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Ss, & State ment of propos rd obligati ys for purchs 
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vehicles by the general supply fu 
Bureau accepts your invitation to testify at the 
8753 Mr Harold L, Pearson, Assistant Direct 
will be present at the hearing o1 hi 

Sincerely yours, 
Row 


‘losure: Revisions in H. R. 8753 I 
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Revistons in H. R. 8753 Proposep BY THE BUREAU OF THE Bupat 
In order to provide authorization for the operation | CGreneral 
\dministration of motor-vehicle pools as a central service available for us 
executive agencies, the Bureau of the Budget recom end { i ipbsect 
D) wpe revised to read as follows: 
t Che Administrator may, in respect of executive agencies, and 
that he determines that so doing advantageous to the Govern” 
econo Vv, efficiency, or service aiter consultation w h and with due re ird 
program activities of the agencies concerned, (1) provide for the esta 
nammtenance operation including servicing and st Lee of moto 
pools or systen for transportation of property or pass« rers, and for I 
such motor-vehicle and related services to executive agencies who « 
acquire and Dye to t! Tie 
concerned, ¢o 11da eT 
e ag ! a 
purpose ( rt 
execu 4 f mule rt 
ed | \ rator ig 
( ( ot pr } t r 
omn arri¢ r C ' 
( r Ad ravor 1 
~ nl } t tio! I 
sad i he ( eT r ( 1D 
1, UD ts request 
vddit 1 vuthor y i T 
pro oO the ub Ol i 
Ser » ¢ pt « ( 
ler LDs¢ ! Vine ver 
ull there Che need for t = pre 
thorized as proposed above W 
| it such exemptio Che cor 
inder which motor vehicl I used ert ! ne wor ot f lera 
throughout the world are so diverse that it is not practicable » spell o 
all of the conditions under which agencies should be exempted from partie 
in central motor pools We have 1 that the permis ie exemp 
forth in this subsection do not it he exemptions which he ve been found 
necessary in the operation by the sery ( Ad sft tion ot a 
motor pool erving rencies to C'¢ t«r: the Deny 
pool excludes, for example specia el 0 utable for inter 
able use, including those equipped vay radio and others having 


attachments which are 


that exemptions can more appro] tely be left of the 
of departments and agencies, subject to such po as the 
dent may establish under section 205 (a) of the and Adi 
trative Services Act of 1949 

2. The Bureau also recommends the deletion of subsection 211 whic! 
require the maintenance of accurate cost records d spe fe nat central 
pools should be discontinued “if, in any two successive fiscal years no act 
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remaining subsections should be appropriately renumbered, and references to the 
deleted subsection should be elim nated. 

3. Finally, the Bureau of the Budget recommends revision of subsection 211 (i) 
dealing with regulations applicable to operators of Government-ow! ied vehicles. 


If it is desired that additional requirements be established for Federal employees 


who regularly or occasionally operate motor vehicles in connection with their 
official duties, we suggest that, because military personnel and employees of cer- 
tain agencies are not ordinarily covered by regulations of the Civil Service Com- 
mission, the responsibility fcr prescribing such additional requirements should be 
vested in the heads of the respective agencies In this manner regulations can be 
provided for application to all Government operators of motor vehicles. To 
accomplish this objective, we suggest that subsection 211 (i) be revised to read as 
follows 

‘(i) The head of each executive agency shall issue regulations authorizing per- 
sonnel of hee agency to cess motor vehicles for official purposes within the conti- 
nental United States, its Territories and possessions. Such regulations shall 
include standards of physical fitness for authorized age ae which shall conform 


with the applicable entrance standards prescribed by the Civil Service Commis- 
sion for employment of persons as motor-vehicle operators; shall require operators 
to obtain such State and local licenses as would be required for the operation by 
them of similar vehicles for other than official purposes; and shall make appropriate 
provision for periodically testing the phy al fitne ss of operators and for the sus- 
pension and revocation of authorizations to ope rate F 








ExuiBit 3 


Unirep States Crvit SERVICE COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, et . May 4, 1954; 
Hon. CLarE E. Horrman, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Re presentatives. 


Dear Mr. Horrman: This is in reply to your letter of April 9, 1954, requesting 
the Commission’s views on H. R. 8753, a bill to amend the Fede be Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the Administrator 
of General Services to establish and operate motor-vehicle pools and systems and 
to provide office furniture and furnishings when agencies are moved to new loca- 
tions, to direct the Administrator to report the unauthorized use of Government 
motor vehicles, and to authorize the United States Civil Service Commission to 
regulate operators of Government-owned motor vehicles, and for other purposes. 

The primary objectives of the bill are to authorize the General Services Admin- 
istrator to exercise control over the operation of Government-owned motor 
vehicles that executive agencies use in transporting property or paasengers, and 
to exercise control over office furniture and furnishings when agencies are moved 
to new locations. 

Our comments on the bill are restricted to the provision which gives the Civil 
Service Commission authority to issue regulations to govern executive agencies 
in authorizing personnel to operate Government-owned motor vehicles for 
official purposes within the continental United States, its Territories and posses- 
sions. This authority of the Commission would extend to employees who are not 
in the competitive civil service, for exé ample, employees in the Tennessee Valley 
Authority and the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The Commission now has the responsibilit; y for setting qualification and physical 
standards for filling motor vehicle operator positions in the competitive service. 

We believe that the Commission’s authority to issue regulations under the bill 
should not extend beyond the competitive service. Accordingly, we recommend 
that the following be substituted for the first sentence in subsection (i) of section 
211: 

‘The United States Civil Service Commission shall issue regulations to govern 
executive agencies in authorizing personnel in the competitive civil service to 
operate Government-owned motor vehicles for official purposes within the con- 
tinental United States, its Territories and possessions. For employees in posi- 
tions excepted from the competitive civil service, heads of executive agencies 

shall issue standards for the operation of Government-owned motor vehicles for 
official purposes within the continental United States, its Territories and posses- 
sions, which standards shall conform to the regulations issued by the Commission. 
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Since the primary objective of the bill is to control the operation of Govern- 
ment-owned motor vehicles, we believe that the bill does not intend for Commis- 
sion regulations to apply to employees who use privately owned motor vehicles 
for official business. Accordingly, the Commission would exempt from the regu- 
lations issued under the bill persons who use privately owned motor vehicles for 
official business. 

The Commission is keeping its qualification standards in line with the state of 
scientific knowledge in this field of personnel management. Emphasis in stand- 
ards should be placed on safe-driving records, safe-driving habits, common courtesy 
and respect for the rights of others. We make every effort to insure that maximum 
employment opportunities are provided for all who can drive safely, including 
the disabled veteran and other handicapped people who have developed habits 
of caution and other skills which more than compensate for their physical short- 
comings. Many people who are below optimal physical fitness have outstanding 
safety records. 

After considerable study and consultation with other Government agencies 
and the Federal Safety Council, the Commission has developed testing methods 
and qualifications and physical standards for the selection of motor vehicle opera- 
tors. We have kept constantly in mind the necessity of protection of life and 
property and the elimination of injuries and claims. We believe that the testing 
methods, qualifications, and physical standards used in the selection of motor 
vehicle operators will have equal validity in their continued use after original 
appointment. 

We would not object to the enactment of section 211 (i) if the Commission’s 
regulatory jurisdiction is changed as recommended. 

We are advised that the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report. 

3v direction of the Commission: 

Sincerely yours, 
Puitie Youna, Chairman 





ExuiBitT 4 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 5, 1954. 
Hon. Cuare E. HorrMan, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMan: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of 
Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to H. R. 8753, 
83d Congress, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the Administrator of General Services to 
establish and operate motor-vehicle pools and systems and to provide office 
furniture and furnishings when agencies are moved to new locations, to direct the 
Administrator to report the unauthorized use of Government motor vehicles, and 
to authorize the United States Civil Service Commission to regulate operators of 
Government-owned motor vehicles, and for other purposes. The Secretary of 
Defense has delegated to the Department of the Army the responsibility for 
expressing the views of the Department of Defense thereon. 

The purposes of H. R. 8753 are to authorize the Administrator of General 
Services in respect of executive agencies and to the extent that he determines that 
so doing is advantageous to the Government in terms of economy, efficiency, or 
service, after consultation with and due regard to the program activities of the 
agencies concerned, (1) to consolidate, take over, acquire, or arrange for the opera- 
tion by any executive agency of motor vehicles and other related equipment and 
supplies for the purpose of establishing motor-vehicle pools and systems to serve 
the needs of executive agencies; (2) to provide for the establishment, maintenance, 
and operation (including servicing and storage) of motor-vehicle pools or systems 
for transportation of property or passengers, and for furnishing such motor-vehicle 
and related services to executive agencies; and (3) to provide that whenever a 
governmental unit moves from one location controlled for the purpose of assign- 
ment of space by the Administrator to another such location, the unit’s furniture, 
furnishings, and office equipment shall be moved only if the Administrator 
determines that suitable replacements cannot more economically and efficiently 
be made available in the new space; further, in the absence of such determination, 
the Administrator shall provide such replacements. 
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As to sections 1 and 3, presumably the objective of H. R. 8753 is the efficient 
and economical use of motor vehicles by executive agencies for the required trans- 














portation of personnel and property The Department of Defense is in accord 
with this objective and has long had active and effective programs for manage- 
ment control of motor-vel e activities However, based upon the experience 
gained through ma vears of operation of hundreds of thousands of motor 
vehicles at thousands of installations and activities, the Department of Defense 
doubts seriously that enactment of the legislation proposed in H. R. 8753 would 
result in inereased efficier und economy in the motor-vehicle activities of the 
military cepartments In fac it appears probable that the centralization of 
control and consolidation of motor vehicles, equipment, and supplies, as con- 
templated by H. R. 8753. would provi le less efficient motor transport service to 
the departments involved This opinion is supported, not only by the vears of 
experience ol illitaryv depar ent the operation of motor ehicles, but also by 
idv and analysis of the prac ces a 1 < perational procedures of commercial 
irriers of passengers and reo | notor vehicles 
Generally, the Department of Defense finds sections 1 and 3 of H. R. 8753 
obrectionable in that (1) t anguage of the bill while explicit in its designation 
‘ thoritv to the Administrator of General Services, is ambiguous and confusing 
ites to the methods and procedures to be utilized by the Administrator in 
the exercise of s } it rit 2 o the extent it reference is made to “‘motor 
( f t pr ite flee t taxicab companies,”’ loeal or interstate 
! mn carriers i =" or ehicle pools or svstems the language of the 
: ‘ mes retations. and could « ceivably be interpreted as 
_— thy A trator of General Ser es certall responsibilities 
/ veste ( er ( ernment agencies or State and municipal 
r ttorv bodi« exercise of thi thority proposed to be assigned to the 
Administrator 5 teed Q. es 1 mplementatior f the procedures for 
e ralizatle and cons la ! Lor ehicle act ties of the exec ve 
Act "les id j ive the ¢ loyment by General Services of a conside rable 
additional te il and administrative persormmel without any con 
Dar ! { f thre ‘ el strength of the « tive agencies concerned, 
thereby re ng the overa t to the Government; and (4) the administra- 
( { I nnection with the collection and reporting of cost and statistical 
data 1 red for analvs the efficiency and econor of motor pool operations, 
the 1 essa reimburseme procedures and the fre juent transfers of account- 
abilit 1 ! we 1 | ly a increased 
The Taner f T)of islv ep s enactment of seetions 1 and 
3 of H. R. 8758 for I specific reasons as foll 1) The language of the 
exemption provisio etior places the Seeretary of Defense in a position 
subordinate t the Ad nistrator of General Services, and n effect, assigns to the 
Administrator responsibilitv for making certain determinations or decisions 
uff the national whic now and must remain the responsibility 
of the Department of Defense, the Office of Defense Mobilization, or the National 
Security Council; (2 hile the definition of ‘‘motor vehicle” set forth in seetion 
3 (d) attempts to exempt \ cles used for tactical purposes or those vehicles used 
principal vithin the confines of military reservatior and to inelude only 
id strative \ ] evertheles t | to take into consideration the 
basic differences bet n the administrative vehicle operations of the military 
mene ind ose of the civilian agencies of the Federal Government 
3) 1 r vehicles of both tactical and commercial tvpe are used interchangeably 
for tactical and administrat purposes, thereby precluding transfer of accounta- 
bility for such vehicles to another Government agency; and (4) the efficient 
operatio maximum utilization and proper maintenance of motor vehicles is 
assured by existing management programs of the military departments 
ry language of H R. 8753 relatir to exemption of motor vehicles used for 
certain purposes peculiar to the military departments, as stated above, would 
subject the Department of Defense to the jurisdictional control of another agence: 
matters of importance to the national security Furthermore, the cost of 
collection and reporting of the detailed data required as justification for requested 


exemptions would be tremendous And even though analvsis of the justification 
presented may show that motor pools operated by General Services Administra- 
tion could not be used advantageously by the military departments, the depart- 
ments might be forced to use such pools, and lose control of vehicles or equipment 
required to support military functions, through determinations made by indi- 
viduals not fully acquainted with military missions and transportation require- 
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Since motor vehicles of the military departments are used for both tactical and 
administrative purposes, vehicles withdrawn from administrative use throug) 
reduction in transportation requirements or as a result of improved management 
methods, are immediately reissued, either as replacements for other vehicles 
which have been determined to be uneconomically repairable, or to units for 
tactical use within the continental United States or overseas. Therefore, vehicles 
do not become excess to the overall requirements of the Department of Defens 
for transfer to other Government agencies and, as stated above, transfer of prop- 
erty accountability or operational control of such vehicles to another agency 
not practical 


Transportation of personnel and materiel is an essential part of military opera- 








tions Successful response to sudden attack depends upon having immediately 
available a nucleus of trained personnel and ready equipment and facilities, whicl 
may be rapidly expanded to meet full wartime needs The most economical and 
effective way to maintain the required nucleus is to operate the personnel and 
facilities required to support the existing Military Establishment [t is impera 
tive that this motor-transportation service be immediat ‘ly responsive to t 





commanders of installations and military forces to insure complete mobili 

particularly in emergencies It is vitally important also that the trainine of 

personnel who would be responsible for the operation and maintenance of 1 I 

vehicles on a worldwide basis during periods of national emergeney or actual 
: 


warfare be continu 


Military transportation service is an integral part of all mobilization plans 





which could not be implemented without some nucleus in trained personnel and 
facilities from which to start. If existing operating, Maintenance and repair 
facilities with their highly trained personnel were removed from military control 


the nucleus would no longer exist. Sudden attack would likely 
shifts in the functions 1 operations of various agencies and in allocations of 
wer The milit departments 1 t not be depend 


ient Ipon Clviliar 
es which would be involved in such shifts 


result in d-astic 


manp 








military departments have active and effective programs for the manage 


ment control of motor-vehicle fleets. These programs have been develop 
through the years by expe‘ienced military and civilian personnel, with the 
assistance of highly trained specialists from the transportation industry These 


programs are geared to the operation and maintenance of hundreds of tl 
of vehicles at thousands of installations throughout the world under 


everv con- 
ceivable geographical and climatic condition. ‘The annual motor-vehicle report 
for fiscal year 1953 indicates that General Services Ad'rinistration operated 
approximately 1,000 vehicles It is evident the efo e, that if the poposed legis- 
lation is enacted, it will be necessary for the General Services Administration to 
acquire a considerable number of highly trained pesonnel tinee it is doubtful 


that assignment of responsibility to General Services for overall supervision of the 





motor-vehicle activities of the military departments would mate ially reduce the 


number of pessonnel required by such departments, the net result would be a1 


increase in the total cost of supplying required t’anspo*tation service. 








Che operation and utilization of miiitarv administ’ative vehicles is continuo 
and critically reviewed to assure the efficient operation and maximum utilizatio 
of each vehicle. While in administrative use, vehicles are raintained in accord 
ance with procedu ( and practices followed by commercial or IZations and are 
not maintained to the high degree required when such ve les ¢ edt ta i 
purposes Whenever determined to be more economical or otherwise i the best 
interests of the Government, the maintenance of moto } es used for admini 
trative purposes is performed commercially In the design, development, and 
procure ment of motor vehicles by the military departn ent to the maximum 


extent. possible, provision is made for the interchangeability of parts betweer 
commercial- and tactical-type vehicles, thereby facilitating the n 
vehicles whether 

The administra 
provide for the ce 


aintenane ol 
sed for tactical or administrative purposes, worldwide 
e vehicle-mans 






it programs of the milita vy department 


. 
itralization of control and consolidation of motor pool: to tl 


maximum extent practicable There are, however, limitations to the extent to 
which pooling can be accon plishe d effectively. ihe concent ation of p T ( 
and equipment and the location and scope of act ties ave important facto 

the consideration of the effectiveness of pooled operations There are ma) 
reasons why the use, by the military depart™nents, of consolidated motor pools 
operated by General Services Administration would be impractical Actua 


the number of motor vehicles used administratively by the military department 
in metropolitan areas is a relatively small percent of the overall fleet 
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Again, the establishm«e nt f consoli lated 1iotor pools by General Servicse 
Administration for use of the military departments would only duplicate what 
has been accomplished, since the military departments have established con- 
solidated pools a. srever practicable. In heavily populated areas, traffic con- 
ditions would cause delays to the extent that a centralized pool would not be 
practical and it would be necessary to establish subpools in order to provide 
adequate service. Since this is presently done by the military departments, the 
only result would be a change of jurisdictio Moreover, a centralized motor 
pool in a large populati« enter could not provide satisfactory service to out- 
lying areas. In thinly populated areas, centralization of motor vehicles would 
involve increased mileage to provide adequate service. 


The new subsection (k) proposed by section 1 of H. R. 8753 would permit 
the Secretaries of the military = partments to authorize members of all of the 
uniformed services to obtain local transportation for official business within 
the limits of their duty stations. Apparently, the intended purpose of this 
provision is to permit reduction in the size of the administrative fleets of the 
military departments by granting authority to members of the uniformed services 
to use taxicabs instead of Government-owned cars, at their post of duty. 

The Department of Defense is in accord with any measure which will facilitate 
reductions in motor vehicle allowances or provide more efficient and economical 
transportation service. However, it is believed that the provisions of subsection 
(k) of H. R. 8753 should be a part of the legislative programs of the military 
departments and not included in the proposed amendment of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949. 

In view of the foregoing, it is reeommended that H. R. 8753 be amended to 
provide exemption for the Department cf Defense from the provisions of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, relating 
to motor vehicles. 

Section 2, pertaining to furniture, furnishings, and office equipment, is objec- 
tionable in its present form. 

This Department emphatically favors the most economical utilization of Gov- 
ernment property consistent with accomplishing its missions in an efficient manner. 
Cost of transportation and possible damage to furniture are not the only factors 
affecting decisions in the area covered by section 2. Where industrial managers, 
scientists, or a similar caliber of personnel predominate in an activity to be 
moved, the saving of their time to the Government is an important considera- 
tion. In many cases the movement of furniture with contents intact can avoid 
davs or weeks of handling and relocating at the new locations. The determina- 
tion of suitability of furniture at the new location is not necessarily a short process. 
In any specific move, different criteria may exist for moving furniture, as against 
fixtures, and/or either, when compared to office equipment. All these considera- 
tions are of primary concern to the agencies being moved. 

Each year the Congress votes to the Department of Defense certain sums of 
money. Within this limitation of funds the Department must execute military 
operations, train armed forces, perform housekeeping tasks throughout the world, 
transport men and materiel, and accomplish sundry other assigned missions. 
Under the President, the Bureau of the Budget is responsible for assuring that 
appropriated funds are not misused. 

The type of control contained in section 2 (i.e., GSA over a commodity, govern- 
mentwide) is not suitable for application to an agency in which supply is an in- 
tegral part of the agency’s operation. This is as distinguished from an agency in 
which supply is merely an administrative detail. In direct support of the mission 
of each military department there is a self-contained supply system. This self- 
contained system is supported, by agreement, by the other military departments 
and by GSA. But the control, the decision that the support of others will be more 
advantageous than self-support in any given area, rests with the using agency. 
the self-contained system is worldwide and the application of assets is worldwide. 
Hence, local control by another agency is incompatible. 

Property left behind by a moving agency may well be used, economically, by 
another agency within the military department. That is particularly true when 
a large quantity is involved or where the second agency is geographically close. 
Overall economy and efficiency must outweigh savings that accrue only to trans- 
portation and handling costs. Redistribution within an agency, then, may have 
an overriding benefit. Since the military departments must be run within the 
limits of annual appropriations, the provisions for control by another agency of 
items paid for by funds from departmental appropriations and the transfer of 
items heal reimbursement must be considered to be objectionable, As an 
alternative, it is considered to be in the best interests of the Government to follow 
existing provisions for the handling of property excess to an activity. Property 
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is subject first to screening within a department, then to screening among other 
Government agencies, including GSA. Reimbursement is required, except when 
transfers are made within the Department of Defense. 

The military departments have in being a system of control over the movement 
of property, including furniture, furnishings, and office equipment. This system 
is designed to, and does, accomplish the same end as section 2, H. R. 8753; namely, 
efficiency and economy through the conservation of transportation funds and 
handling costs. When an activity within a military department is to be moved, 
resources at or near the new location are surveyed to determine the availability of 
equipment of all kinds. In the Department of the Army, for example, items can- 
not be moved without the specific approval of the General Staff. The military 
departments, to discharge their own responsibilities, must continue to exercise 
their own control, which is not limited to furniture, furnishings, and office equip- 
ment. The addition of GSA control to the existing systems, except when re- 
quested by a military agency, can only result in duplication of effort and expense. 
To attempt to achieve comparable screening for all Government agencies would, 
because of its time-consuming aspects, create an intolerable situation. The 
experience with the time required to dispose of surplus property, largely because 
of screening among many Government agencies, is indicative of what might occur. 

On the other hand, availability of GSA equipment at a new location may well 
be taken advantage of by a military department, in circumstances where a depart- 
ment is moving to a location where only GSA-furnished equipment is available 
locally. The desirability of this support, however, should be determined by the 
military department. Such support does not require new islation. 

The principal objections of the Department of Defense to section 2, as it stands, 
may be summarized as follows 

First, the head of an agency is charged, by law, with responsibility for the 
agency’s operation, including economy and efficiency. The Administrator of 
GSA cannot properly be superimposed as an operating control. Hence, final 
determination of any action must rest with the agency head. 

Second, by removing final decision from the individual responsible for an 
agency’s operation, section 2 tends to place a premium on economy and efficiency 
with respect to transportation funds, at the possible expense of overall efficiency 
and economy. 

Third, the military departments already exercise complete control in the area 
in which it is proposed to set up GSA as a control instrument. Imposition of 
GSA on the existing systems can result only in duplication and loss of time 
through extra screening of assets. 

Fourth, furniture, fixtures, and office equipment are purchased from funds 
appropriated for specific departments and for specific purposes. Section 2 would 
authorize General Services Administration to require disposal based on local 
conditions even though the property may not be excess to a department’s world 
wide requirements. Moreover, there is no provision for a department to receive 
furniture of equal value in a new location. This situation apparently would be 
contrary to the intent of appropriation acts, since it would make mandatory the 
transfer of assets from one department to another. Moreover, section 2 ignores 
existing provisions for the redistribution of property. 

Finally, provision for mandatory nonreimbursement and depletion of working 
capital f inds is contrary to the intent of existing law (the National Security Act 
of 1947, as amended, and the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as amended), as interpreted by the Comptroller General in his opinion 
of August 3. 1950 B 90707 us. M ‘ VW hile Conegre SS has f ill pow? r to el} ange 
the law. it should be done through the medium of amendments to the working 
capital provisions of those acts, not as an appendage to a furniture control measure 

It is recommended that the Department of Defense be exempted from the 





provisions of section 2. It will then be pos ible for the departme nt to utilize the 
services of GSA whenever it is in the interests of efficiency and economy No 
legislation is required for this purpose 
However, this department would interpose no objection to section 2 if it were 
amended to provide 
(a) Application to a military department only with the consent of the 
department head; and 
b) Disposition of property left behind by a moving agency in a manner 
consistent with the dictates of economy and efficiency of the moving agency 
and in accordance with existing law for the redistribution of Government 
property. 
The fiscal effects of the bill cannot be estimated. 
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demonstrated by experience both in the Government and in private industry, 

that the integration and coordinated operation of motor vehicles in areas of traffie 

density and maximum demand will produce savings and increased efficiency. 
The present situation respecting the employmert of motor vehicles in the execu- 


tive branch of the Government is notably unsatisfactory. There are lacking the 
centralized authority and responsibility which experience has proven necessary 
for securing the maximum and most economical use of the vehicles. It must 


therefore be manifest to all interested in t 
necessary, if not in the precise form of H. I 
prineiple of coordinating direc 

We recognize that your committee, in its deliberations upon this bill, may see 
fit to reeommend to the House amendments designed to make the measure more 
acceptable to the thinking of particular agencies in the executive branch, yet still 
within the broad principle of centralized authority and responsibility. The latter 
we regard as the sine qua non 1n any legislative proposal aimed at rectifying the 
it motor i situation, even though variations may be made from this 
bill in the granting of exemptions, or in the actual assignment of overall control. 

Indeed, it is our hope that H. R. 8753, which like all things human is always 
open to improvement, will receive from your committee the closest scrutiny to the 
nd that it may emerge as the optimum proposal for attainment of its final objec- 
tive. GSA claims no uniquely transcendant power to administer the measure, but, 
as the service agency for the Government, we obviously are vitally concerned with 
the m« 

We therefore stand ready and willing to assist your committee, as well as other 
agencies of the Government, in cooperating toward evolving any amendments 
which would conduce to harmony and efficiency in the administration of the ulti- 
mate enactment 


he problem that remedial legislation is 
t. 8753, at least embodying its essential 


presel 











it or-vehicle-service function. 


In view of your desire to have this report prior to the commencement of the 
hearing on H. R. 8753, scheduled for May 5, 1954, the report has not been sub- 
mitted to the Bureau of the Budget for ascertainment in advance of the relation- 
ship of the bill to the program of the President. 

Cordially yours, 
Signed EK. F. Mansure. 
Typed) Epmunp F. Mansure, Administrator. 





EXHIBIT 6 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE Deputy ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, May 12, 1954. 
Hon. Ciare E. Horrman, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 


House of Re presentatives, Washington, dD. e. 


DreaR Mr. CHarRMAN: This is in response to your request for the views of the 
Department of Justice relative to the bill (H. R. 8753) to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the 
Administrator of General Services to establish and operate motor-vehicle pools 
and systems and to provide office furniture and furnishings when agencies are 
moved to new locations, to direct the Administrator to report the unauthorized 
use of Government motor vehicles, and to authorize the United States Civil 
Service Commission to regulate operators of Government-owned motor vehicles, 
and for other purposes 

The primary purpose of this bill appears to be the establishment of a centralized 
system of transportation, the operation and maintenance of which would be a 
function of the Administrator of General Services. This would be accomplished 
through section 1 of the bill by the establishment and operation of motor-vehicle 
pools through which Government agencies would requisition vehicles as needed. 
The function of issuing regulations to govern executive agencies in authorizing 
personnel to operate Government-owned motor vehicles for official purposes 
would be placed in the United States Civil Service Commission. 

Section 2 of the bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 to provide that when a Government agency moves from one 
location to another in space controlled by the Administrator of General Services, 
the Administrator, after consultation with the head of the agency concerned, 
and with due regard for the program activities of such agency, shall determine 
whether furniture, furnishings, and office equipment should be moved. 
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In the Department of Justice passenger vehicles are used by the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, the Immigration and Naturalization Service, and the Bureau o 
Prisons, among others. Aside from the relatively few vehicl ised for general 
administrative purposes, the vehicles of these units are used in the investigation 
and pursuit of persons charged with violations of Federal laws, and in the trans- 
portation of those convicted therof. The y are Operated on an around-the-clock 
basis and are often needed at a moment’s notic¢ It is most undesirable that 


vehicles, requiring as they often do special equipment and special constructio1 
changes, be pooled with vehicles used hee general : alininlistvektes purposes Che 
Department of Justice is therefore unable to recommend enactment of this le iin 
tion unless it were amended to exempt the agencies above named, and others wit! 
similar duties, so that they may control the assignment, alteration, dispositi 
and repair of the motor ve ‘hicles used | yy them in the effective discharge of their 
responsibilities. 

Also objectionable is that provision which would authorize the Civil Service 
Commission to promulgate regulations governing Federal personnel in the use of 
Government-owned motor vehicles for official purposes Among other things, the 
measure would provide that the regulations must require operators and pro: pective 
operators of Government vehicles to obtain State and local licenses or permits in 
the areas in which they are to drive. At present the Federal Bureau of Investiga 
tion requires its investigative staff to rh ae ly with local and State laws in effect 
governing the headquarters wherein such persont oa is assigned However, on 
occasions when emergencies arise, which require the concentration of a large 
number of agents at a given place, it is necessary to make certain shifts on a tempo- 
rary basis and on such occasions it might be physically imposs ib ” for the agents 
involved to secure local licenses. This problem is one which confronts other 
investigative agencies in which extensive field travel is re alee g of their personnel. 

The section of the bill relating to furniture, furnishings, and office equipment is 
designed to effect a saving of funds. However, although its objective is good it 
seems desirable that it be amended so as to leave with the head of the ageney con- 
cerned the final determination as to the suitability of the items furnished as 
replacements for those which the agency is asked to leave behind. Such an amend- 
ment, as applied particularly to specialized items, would insure against any im- 
pairme nt of the ability of an agency to perform its work efficiently. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report. 


Sincerely, 





WILLIAM P, RoaErs, 
De put J Altorne / Gene ral, 





EXHIBIT 7 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, Apr l 28. 1964. 
Hon. CiareE E. HorrMan, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN HoFFMAN: This is in reply to your letter of April 9, 1954, 
requesting a report on H. R. 8753, a bill to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the Administrator 
of General Services to establish and operate motor-vehicle pools and systems and 
to provide office furniture and furnishings when agencies are moved to new loca 
tions, to direct the Administrator to report the unauthorized use of Government 
motor vehicles, and to authorize the United States Civil Service Commission to 
regulate operators of Government-owned motor vehicles, and for other purposes, 

In recent reports on bills which are similar to section 1 of H. | "8753, this 
Department expressed opposition to those portions of the measures which would 
have the effect of placing the overall ownership and control of motor vehicles 
and control over the ownership and establishment of motor pools in a single agency. 
There would, however, be no objection to the vesting of authority in the General 
Services Administration with respect to the acquisition of motor vehicles and 
related equipment. I understand that recent experiences in the establishment 
of interagency motor pools have indicated a possibility of effecting savings in 
certain areas and under certain conditions, but I am inclined to doubt whether a 
mandatory, overall motor-pool system controlled by one agency should be 
established. 
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| of the instant bill would permit the General Services Administration 
certain activities which require continued control over the use of 
cles by particular agencie In the Department of Labor, for example, 
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3. It would be operationally unfeasible and impractical for an ageney of the 
Government having no responsibility or interest in the Nation’s principal con 
munications system to attempt to supply or direct the use of motor v 
the postal service 


1. The maintenance and use of motor vehicles and the fur 

















of drive 
for the vehicles are presently under the supervis of postms and ( 
supervisors who are directly responsible for the efficient and promp a 
the mails It would be most unwise to divide the authority of these respo 
postal administrators over the use of motor vehicles wit i axze}»e 
direct responsibility for the ultimate delivery of the mails 

5. The Post Office Department operates the largest fleet of truck ised in the 
commerce of the Natio The postal « nploy eS assigned to the duty of desig 
maintaining, and operating this huge fleet are especially trained in the condu 
of postal affairs. This training and tl per ablished for the 
motor-vehicle operation permit tl | | f 

’ duties in connection with the use t it uw 1 
be virtually impossible to achieve ged u 
the procedures tl could be imp 

b In glmost every the iq j 

are not in any way col ith Lire t 
’ of other agencies or departments of 

The Post Office Depart ent 1 » and f 
residences, communities, hamlets, \ I | 
States, its Territories and possessions [his far-flung operation would make 
i acticable to carry on the functions of the Department fri motor-vel 
pools, notwithstanding the fact that this Department might be ranted as 
authority over vehicles used predominately for the distribution and transpor ‘ 
oft n li. 

Pursuant to the Administration’s bill to reclassify position | 
service (H. R. 8648), now under consideration |} Congress he Postm: I 
General is charged with the duty of preparing standards for placing positions of 
the Field Postal Service in their appropriate grades Section 302 (a) of the bill 
provides as follows: 

‘Sec. 302. (a) The Postmaster General shall prepare standards for placi 
positions in their appropriate grades In such standards the P naster Genera 
shall (1) define the various positions that exist in the postal field service in tet 
of duties and responsibilities ?) establish quatlificatior guirem , ! 


entrance positions; (3) establish the official position 








grades in which such positions are placed. Such Is shall be available 
for inspection by employees.” [Imphasis supplied 
The Provisions ¢ f subsection (i page 6 of H R. 8753, might be so ce strued 
that the authority vested in Postmaster General by above oted sect 
302 of H. R. 8648 would, insofar as postal motor-vehicle emplovec are co 
cerned, be subjugated to the authority vested in the Civil Service Commissio1 
Furthermore, the Post Office Department has a large investment i pers 
and equipment for maintaining motor vehicle !his trained personne hould 
continue, under the direction of the Postmaster General, to be used for a 


tenance of the motor vehicles of the Post Office Department 
It is the understanding of this Department that it wa 





5 measure would apply to the functions of this Department However, the 
‘ > 43 . ¥ 
5 guage of this measure is so broad that it would not only cover the official passenger 


vehicles of the Postmaster General, but all vehicles used in conneetion with th 
functions of the Post Office Department and postal service Such result | 
be unconscionable, and could have a far-flung adverse effect on the mail-handli 
functions of this Department and the communities served by the postal service 
of the United States. 

Under section 2 of the bill, when an agency or unit thereof occupies space ler 
the control of the Administrator of General Services, and sue 
moved to other space controlled by the Administrator, the Administrator would 
have sole authority to determine whether or not the furniture, furnishings, and 
office equipment of such occupying agency would be moved. Section 2 contains 
a further provision reading 

“When furniture, furnishings, and office equipment are provided for the 1 
space from stocks available to the Administrator, the items so provided shall 
remain in the control of the Administrator, and the furniture, furnishings, and 
office equipment previously used by the moving agency or unit and not moved to 
the new space shall pass to the control of the Administrator without reim 
ment When furniture, furnishings, and office equipment not so move 
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carried as assets of a revolving or working-capital fund at the time they pass to 
the control of the Administrator, the net book value thereof shall be written off 
and the capital of the fund diminished by the amount of such writeoff.”’ 

Pursuant to section 1 of title 40, United States Code, the Administrator of 
General Services has “absolute control of and the allotment of all space in the 
several public buildings owned or buildings leased by the United States in the 
District of Columbia’ with certain exceptions which do not include the Post 
Office Department 

Section 285a of title 40, United States Code, does vest in the Post Office Depart- 
ment the custody and control of the Washington, District of Columbia, city post 
office Under Reorganization Plan 18 of 1950 (5 U. 8S. C. 133z-15), and section 
190) (A 1) of title 40, United States Code, the Post Office Department only has 
control of Government-owned and leased buildings ‘tused predominantly for post- 
office purposes.”” Other buildings are under the control of the Administrator of 
Genera] Services 

Thus, under section 2 of this bill, the Administrator of General Services would 
be vested with far-reaching authority over the furniture, furnishings, and office 
equipment of not only the Post Office Department in the District of Columbia 
but also of post offices throughout the Nation. For example, if the quarters of 
the Postmaster General or any other officer of this Department were moved to 
other parts of the Post Office Department Building, under the provisions of sec- 
tion 2 of this bill it would be the Administrator of General Services, not the Post- 
master General or other officer involved, who would have final authority to permit 
or withhold permission for the office equipment to be moved to the new quarters. 
If the Administrator should decide that the ‘furniture, furnishings, and office 
equipment” should remain in the present quarters, control thereof would then pass 
to the Administrator. Such provision of law would be objectionable to this 
Department 

‘he furniture, furnishings, and office equipment used by post offices is, in most 

instances, specially designed equipment to meet the needs and working conditions 
in postal units. The determination of suitable requirements for postal furnishings 
and equipment must remain the responsibility of experienced and highly trained 
postal employees 

This Department has to recommend, therefore, that H. R. 8753 be amended 
so as to specifically and clearly exempt the Pest Office Department and postal 
field service from the opefation of its provisions. Unless the measure is so 
amended, this Department is strongly opposed to the enactment of the bill. 

It is not possible to estimate the cost or loss of efficiency that will inevitably 
result from the enactment of this measure in its present form. 

Due to the urgency of your request, this report has not been cleared through 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Sincerely yours, 
ArtTuur E. SUMMERFIELD, 
Postmaster General 





Exuipit 8B 


Post OrriceE DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 5, 1954. 
Hon. Ciare E. Horrman, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CuarRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of April 9, 1954, 
with respect to the hearing at 10 a. m., May 5, on H. R. 8753, a bill to amend the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to 
authorize the Administrator of General Services to establish and operate motor- 
vehicle pools and systems and to provide office furniture and furnishings when 
agencies are moved to new locations, to direct the Administrator to report the 
unauthorized use of Government motor vehicles, and to authorize the United 
States Civil Service Commission to regulate operators of Government-owned 
motor vehicles, and for other purposes. 

The Postmaster General’s report in opposition to this bill was filed with your 
committee on April 28, 1954. That report explained in detail why this Depart- 
ment was opposed to the enactment of H. R. 8753. In his report the Postmaster 
General requested that the bill be amended so as to specifically and clearly exempt 
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the Post Office Department and postal field service from the operation of its 
provisions. 
It will be appreciated if you will cause the Postmaster General’s report to be 
made a part of the record of the hearing on H. R. 8753. 
Sincerely yours, 
Arg McGrecor Gorr, Solicitor. 





Exuisit 9 


Unirep Srates or AMERICA 
RAILROAD RETIREMENT Boarp, 
Chicago, Ill., April 21, 1954. 
Hon. Ciare E. HorrMan, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washinyton 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Horrman: This is in reply to your request of April 9, 1954, for a 
report on H. R. 8753, introduced to amend the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended. 

The position of the Railroad Retirement Board on H. R. 4457, the original bill 
which was amended by its author as H. R. 8753, was reported to your committee 
under date of July 21, 1953. My appointment as Chairman was at a later date 
(September 1, 1953) but I am in full agreement with the orginal position of the 
Board about H. R. 4457 and its present position that it should be exempt from 
certain provisions of the new bill H. R. 8753. Moreover, the Board feels the 
principle involved here, that is, the preservation of the identity of property that 
represents an investment of trust-account funds and the separate accounting for 
such property is of such importance as to require my own personal appearance 
before your committee at the hearing scheduled for May 5, 1954. 

All of the Board’s furniture, furnishings, and equipment, representing an in- 
vestment of slightly over $1 million, have been purchased out of funds from trust 
accounts which were established by the Railroad Retirement Act and the Rail- 
road Unemployment Insurance Act. In the case of the Railroad Retirement 
Act, the trust fund is maintained from taxes collected from railroad employees 
and employers in equal proportions. Under the Railroad Unemployment Insur- 
anee Act the fund is maintained from taxes from employers alone. In the 
enactment of the legislation establishing these trust funds, Congress recognized 
the need for a careful trusteeship in that it required that the administration of the 
Railroad Retirement and Railroad Unemployment Insurance Acts be vested in 
a 3-man Board: 1 member representing ra.lroad employees, a second represent- 
ing railroad management, land a third (the Chairman) representing the public. 

Under the trusteeship established by Congress, the Railroad Retirement 
Board has exercised the greatest degree of conservation in spending money for 
furnishings and equipment, There are included in our property account only 3 
automobiles: 1 passenger automobile, 1 station wagon used primarily for the pick- 
up and delivery at our Chicago headquarters of mail and supplies; and 1 jeep, 
which is used out of the Gallup, N. Mex., office to inspect approximately 80 
claims agencies located at various points on the Navajo Indian Reservation which 
are inaccessible to public transportation. 

There would probably be no question that the Administrator would agree to 
consider the jeep, headquartered at a small city and servicing scattered locations, 
exempt under the provision of the bill permitting the exemption from pool opera- 
tion of motor vehicles at remote locations. The other two motor vehicles are in 
full-time service at Chicago and it does not appear that the inclusion of these 
motor vehicles in any pool established at Chicago would produce any economy 
or achieve any gain in efficiency. 

The restriction contained in the proposed new subsection 210 (g) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, and set forth in section 2 of 
House Report 8753, as section 10 (g), would be particularly budensome to the 
Railroad Retirement Board as the extreme variations in its workloads under the 
Railroad Retirement Act and Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act because 
of strikes, epidemics, the opening or closing of large railroad facilities and other 
reasons, from time to time require prompt emergency shifting of furniture and 
equipment from one location to another. The necessity of clearance with Gen- 
eral Services Administration under such circumstances would be a handicap 
to our operations, 

Congress has heretofore recognized the importance of preserving to trust 
accounts the financial value of property purchased from trust funds as illustrated 
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( 204 (b) of the Federal Propet and Administrative Services Act of 
is a nded, which provides that where such property is transferred or 
lisposed of net proc Is of the disposition or transfer shall be credited to 
tl rust account This | reco principle in t provision pertaining 
( r vehicle pools as it provi r reimbursing the trust account for the fair 
narket value of the vehiel ppl 1 over, With a suitable adjustment to 
a pool operatio riinated Howe case of furniture 
fur } und equip i fro ‘ ca to another, it onl 
| | i er ilue | | off from 1 f the revolving or 
CAD | d ) of a tr wccou or of reimbursement 
I Railroad Retirement Board neretor rer it its property should not 
; ad from the Boat , lv and eontt or should it be intermingled 
r Gover pe re vould k ts identity as an asset of 
{ acecou f } 
I f ng rea Railroad Retiren t Board trusts that vour 
( ! ! eport I see fit to exempt this agenev from its 
pr S 
l Board erstood ‘ ( mitte vanted a prompt report on this 
pron 1 measure and is I bmitting report without prior clearance 
with the Bureau of the Bude A eopv of the report being forwarded to the 
Bureau he Budget today a ou Ww ve informed of the views of that Bureau 
us SOK is they are received 
sincere yours 
RAYMOND J. KeLiy, Chairman 
KExuipit 10 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
Washington, May 19 
fio (3 RI | Horr 
a nar C4 ( ie () a or 
Ho h ent i gton, D. ¢ 
My Dear Mr. Cuatrman: R rene made to vour letter of April 9, 1954 
( ing te nt of is Department’s views on H. R. 8753, to amend the 
Ke eral Pr pert) und Administr eseryl Act of 1949, as amended to author- 
Administrator of General Services to establish and operate motor-véehicle 
( and svstems and to provide office furniture and furnishings when agencies 
ren 1to1 loeat to direct the Administrator to report the unauthor- 
j i ( f Gove ent motor cles, and to authorize the United States Civil 
Se] Commission to reé l e operators of Governme! owned motor vehicles, 
9 sos ekas deca 
roposed legislation would grant authority to the Administrator of Gen- 
ral Ser s (1) to estab and operate motor-vehicle pools, including authority 
( la { eo ! r arrange for the operatio { anv executive agency 
f r vehicle r the pur} e of establishing and maintaining motor vehicle 
0) , { 2 to deter vhether furnitur and offies eq lipment should he 
LZ ( or large part ereof is moved to a new location or whether 
) be 1 ved by other furniture and equipment available at the new 
T surv Department believes that the proposed legislation would take 
awav from head of an agenev a ority to carry out his responsibilities with- 
ut p ling the benefits which could be derived by mutual agreement with the 
Addi trator of GSA Che attached memorandum sets forth in detail the views 
of the Department and suggests certain amendments which the Department 
lieves should | nade in the proposed levislation 
The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
mHyection to the submission of this report to vour committee 
Very truly yours, 


4 ict 


M. B. Fousom, 


ng Secretary of the Treasu ry. 
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MEMORANDUM RE H. R,. 8753, TO AMEND THE FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA 
rIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949, AS AMENDED, TO AUTHORIZE THE ADMINISTRATOR OF 


GENERAL SERVICES TO ESTABLISH AND OPERATI MOTOR-VEHICLI POO AND 
SYSTEMS AND TO PROVIDI OFFICE FURNITURI AND FURNISHING WHEN 
AGENCIES ARE MOVED TO NEW LOCATIONS, TO DIRECT THI ADMINISTRATOR TT 
REPORT THEI UNAUTHORIZED USE OF GOVERNMENT MOTOR VEHICLES, AND TO 
AUTHORIZI rHE UNITED STATES CIVII SERVICI COMMISSION ro Ri ULATI 


OPERATORS OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED MOTOR VEHICLES, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSI 


Section 1 of the proposed legislation would grant authority to the Administrator 
of General Services to establish and operate motor-vehicle pools, including author 
itv to consolidate, take over, or arrange for the operation by any executive agency 


of motor vehicles for the purpose of establishing and maintaining motor-vehiclk 
pools. The Administrator would have authority, either on his own initiative or 
upon application bv an executive agency, to ¢ xem pt from the motor pool motor 
vehicles used in (1) remote localitic 2) field activities requiring continuous 
operation; (8) securitv, law enforcement, and investigative activities; and 


(4) military field training and tactical uses. The cost of the pools would be paid 
from the general supply fund and the fund would be reimbursed bv agencies 
itilizing the pool through charges assessed by the Administrator at levels whic! 








would recover so far as practicable all elements of cost In addition, the bill would 
authorize the United States Civil Service Commission to issue regulations pr 
scribing standards applicable to personnel who operate Government-owned 
vehicles 

The Treasury Department objects to the discretionary authority which would 
be vested in the General Services Administration and recon he pr 
posed legislation be amended by inserting on page 2, line 6, af is 
consultation with’’. t he words and concurrence by the } wwency 
concerned” 

Section 2 of the bill would amend section 10 of the Federal Property and 


Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, and would vest in the Adminis- 
trator complete control over the kinds and quantity of furniture and furnis} 
which would be made available to an agency in the event it is moved t« 


location It is the view of this Department that an agency should be permitted 
to select the furniture and furnishirgs suitable to its needs and it is reeommended 
that the bill be amended on pace 8, line 9, by inserting, after the words after 


consultation with’, the words ‘‘and concurrence by,”. It is believed that there is a 
tvpographical error in section 2 and that section 10 which would be anended 
should be section 210 of the Federal Prope rty and Administrative Services Act 

If the proposed legislation were amend d as recommended above, this De pal 
ment would have no objection to its enactment. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, May 12, 19 
Hon. CLarE E. HorrmMan, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 


] r Pp 
House of Representatives 


Dear Mr. Horrman: Further reference is made to your letter of April 9, 1954 
and to my acknowledgement of A: ril 12, 1954, ) erteining to comments on H. R 
8753, to amend the Federal Pro erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
as amended, to authorize the Administrator of General Services to establish and 


operate motor-vehicle pools and systems and to provide office furniture end fur 
nishines When acencies are moved to new locations, to direct the Administrator 
to reyort the unauthorized use of Government motor vehicles, and to authorize 


the United States Civil Service Commission to reculet« overators of Governme! 


owned motor vehicles, and for other pur; oses 








Ex, erience ©: d by this De artment in o; erating small motor-vehicle } ool 
both here and abroad has con. inced us that efficiency end economy cen be achi 
by pooling equipment. Althouch continuous effort is being made to centraliz 


our Of; erations in buildings in the ne tate ,erime ter, the De, artme cul 
rently housed in 24 widely scattered buildines. Such widest read locetion of t) 
Department offices and the necessity of maintaining dav-to-dav relationshij s wit! 
foreign representatives in Washington, j resents 2 critics 
The Department’s pool of ; assenger cars and trucks is geared to meet the prot 
lem of decentralization and also to provide the rigid security measures and sa 
guards necessitated by the De; artment’s operat ions and res; onsibilitie Drivers 














] communication 1 rot lem 








148 FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 


of the Department’s vehicles must meet the same ricid security standards required 
of other personnel. Our cars and drivers are also used at various times on special 
confidential assignments requiring the strictest of security measures. Our widely 
dispersed 0) erations require regularly scheduled truck deliveries to move highly 
classified mail among 24 buildings. This is an integral part of our worldwide 
security system. It is just as important to provide absolute security in carrying 
a classified message from the main building to one of our outlying offices as it is 
to get the message into Washington initially from some distant foreign post 
Even in view of these considerations, it may be possible for us to use a GSA motor 
pool for certain of our more normal massenger traffic 

Section 2 of the proposed legislation, which authorizes the Administrator o 
General Services to provide office furniture and equipment when agencies are 
moved to new locations, is sound and also offers opportunity for practicing econ- 
omy. However, with interagency moves certain problems arise due to differences 
in program operation and personnel structure which oftentimes precludes the 
use of identical office furnishings and equipment. Variance in standards differs 
between agencies with regard to requirements for executive furnishings, filing 
equipment and office machines. Because of the foreign-relations aspect of the 
Department’s operations, a generally high standard of executive furniture and 
furnishings are necessary. Furthermore, the operating needs of this Department 
require a considerable amount of security-filing equipment. 

The second section is silent as to whether the Administrator of General Services 
will make furnishings available without charge to the moving agency. If equip- 
ment left behind is to be relinquished without giving credit to the moving agency 
and that agency is charged for equipment furnished by the Administrator or 
has to withdraw equipment from its own stocks, it appears probable that serious 
inroads might be imposed on agency funds. 

Moreover, property accountability would become more difficult if dual owner- 
ship of office equipment and furniture existed within the operating agency. 
Notwithstanding property-control safeguards, intermingling of office furniture 
and equipment becomes inevitable when the property of two agencies is used in 
the same office space. In order to achieve property control, a dual system of 
property records would be necessary, one on a custodian basis and the other on 
an agency ownership basis. 

The Department does not wish to have any witnesses appear at the hearings 
on this proposed legislation. 

The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Turuston B. Morton, 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State). 





EXHIBIT 12 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 4, 1954. 
Hon. Crare E. HorrMan, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dgear Mr. HorrMan: Further reference is made to your letter requesting a 
report by the Veterans’ Administration relative to H. R. 8753, 83d Congress, a 
bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, to authorize the Administrator of General Services to establish and 
operate motor-vehicle pools and systems and to provide office furniture and fur- 
nishings when agencies are moved to new locations, to direct the Administrator 
to report the unauthorized use of Government motor veh.cles, and to authorize 
the United States Civil Service Commission to regulate operators of Government- 
owned motor vehicles, and for other purposes. 

The major purposes of the bill are (1) to authorize the Administrator of General 
Services, under certain specified conditions, to establish, maintain, and operate, 
or provide for the operation of, motor pools or systems for transportation of 
property or passengers; (2) to direct the Civil Service Commission to issue regula- 
tions to govern executive agencies in authorizing personnel to operate Govern- 
ment-owned motor vehicles for official purposes; (3) to direct the Administrator 
of General Services to report unauthorized use of Government motor vehicles to 
the head of the agency concerned for appropriate action; and (4) to grant the 
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Administrator of General Services control over the movement of furniture, 
furnishings, and office equipment of agencies moving to certain new locations. 

Section 1 of H. R. 8753 proposes, in part, to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 377), as amended, by adding sub- 
sections (b) through (h) to section 211 thereof, to authorize the Administrator of 
General Services, to the extent that he determines that so doing is advantageous 
to the Government in terms of economy, efficiency, or service, and after consulta- 
tion with and with due regard to the program activities of the agencies concerned, 
(1) to consolidate, take over, acquire, or arrange for the operation by any executive 
agency of motor vehicles and other related equipment and supplies for the purpose 
of establishing motor-vehicle pools and systems to serve the needs of executive 
agencies; and (2) to provide for the establishment, maintenance, and operation 
(including servicing and storage) of motor-vehicle pools or systems for transporta- 
tion of property or passengers, and for furnishing such motor vehicle and related 
services to executive agencies. The Administrator is authorized to exempt any 
executive agency or any activity or type of property, whenever such exemption 
is necessary for the efficient conduct of the activities of the agency concerned due 
to its use of motor vehicles in remote locations, field activities requiring con- 
tinuous operation, security, law enforcement, and investigative activities, and 
military training and tactical uses. 

H. R. 8753 would require the Administrator in making determinations in con- 
nection with the foregoing, to set forth in writing an analytical justification for 
the establishment, maintenance, and operation of each motor-vehicle pool and 
system, which shall include a detailed comparison of estimated costs of present 
and proposed modes of operation, and a showing that savings can be realized by 
the establishment, maintenance, and operation of such pool or system. If no 
actual savings are realized in the establishment, maintenance, and operation of a 
motor-vehicle pool or system, in any 2 successive fiscal years, the Administrator 
shall discontinue that pool or system. The bill would grant him authority to use 
the general supply fund for payment of all elements of costs incident to the estab- 
abiatannl, maintenance, and operation of motor-vehicle pools or systems for 
transportation of property or passengers and to the furnishing of such motor 
vehicles and equipment and related services. 

It appears that the theory of these provisions of the bill is that the operations 
of Federal agencies would not be detrimented under the proposed pooling arrange- 
ments of motor vehicles and ee and at the same time the arrangements 
would be advantageous to the Government in terms of economy, efficiency, or 
service. It is recognized that the objectives sought to be accomplished by the 
provisions in question might be attained in the case of certain motor vehicles and 
related equipment. As a matter of fact, the Veterans’ Administration currently 
has pooling arrangements of equipment and motor vehicles where feasible in the 
central office and field stations. However, the Veterans’ Administration uses 
at its hospitals and other installations many types of motor vehicles (ambulances, 
buses, station wagons, etc.) in the transportation of patients while undergoing 
care _and treatment—oftentimes under emergent conditions—as well as in the 
performance of manifold functions incident thereto, which are not considered to 
be susceptible to pooling arrangements contemplated by the bill. The complete 
control by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs of all vehicles concerned with the 
welfare of patients is indispensable to the furnishing of a complete medical and 
hospital service to veterans as prescribed by law. It is therefore recommended 
that all such vehicles be specifically excluded from the purview of the provisions 
of H. R. 8753 relating to motor-vehicle pools. It is recognized that such exclusior 
might be accomplished by administrative action of the Administrator of General 
Services but it is deemed desirable, in line with the foregoing discussion, that it be 
made a matter of law. 

The establishment of a motor-vehicle pool or system would be dependent upon 
a determination by the Administrator of General Services that such action meets 
the test of economy, efficiency, or service prescribed by the bill. This determina- 
tion would require basic and continuing justification under proposed subsections 
211 (d) and (e). It is noted that a similar test of economy, efficiency, or service is 
currently prescribed in section 201 of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act, relating to procurement, warehousing, and related activities. That 
section, however, does not specifically require the mentioned type of justification. 
The Veterans’ Administration favors the justification provisions of H. R. 8753 
and suggests that consideration be given to making them applicable to the cited 
section 201. 








150 FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 


Section 1 of H. R. 8753 would also add a new subsection (i) to section 211 of the 











Federal Provert istrative Services Act of 1949, supra, which would 
direct the | l j | Service Commission to issue regulations which 
would govern ex es iy authorizing personnel to operate Government- 

ed motor \ official purposes The regulations would prescribe 
tandards of phys for authorized operators and would require that 
operators and prospective operators obtain such State and local lice ses or permits 
is would be ri ; tion by them of similar vehicles for other than 
rfl il Dp se executive agency would be required to issue 
such orders a necessary to comply with such regulations 
and to al therein for periodically testing the physical 

‘ of opt yperators and for the suspension and revoca- 





The Veterans’ Administration presently requires that all operators of Veterans’ 
ion-owned motor vehicles have valid city, county, and State opera 









tor’s permits when such permits are required by State law or local ordinance All 
operators are also required to satisfy the manager concerned as to their experience, 
afety record, and such knowledge of local and State laws and reculations as may 
be deened appr priate In addition, consideration has been given to revising the 
applicable regulations to include certain additional requirements, such as physical 
fitness and a written and road test, which would be in keeping with the general 
purpose of the proposed new subsection 211 (i) of the Federal Property Act. 

The first section of the bill also proposes to add a new subsection (j) to section 
211 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act, which would direct 
the Administrator of General Services, whenever he lear of unauthorized use of 
Government owned or leased motor vehicles bv a Government official or employee, 
to report such violation to the head of the agency concerned for fur ‘r investiga- 


ion and appropriate disciplinary action or referral to the Attorney General for 


prosecutio It would appear that this provision is designed to help curb or 
eliminate tl inauthorized use of Government motor vehicles 
he Veterans’ Administration is in general agreement with the principles of 
section 1 of H. R. 8753 and would interpose no objection to its favorable consid- 
eration by he committer f amended in the manner suggested above 
ss ion 20f H. R 8753 pr yposes to amend the Federal Prope rtv Act to provide 
that whenever an agency, or an organizational unit thereof, occupying a substan- 


il and identifiable segment of space in a location controlled for purposes of 


assignment of space by the Administrator of General Services, is moved to such 


a substantial and identifiable segment of space in the same or another location so 
controlled by the Administrator, the furniture, furnishings, and office ecuipment 
used by the movit weneyv or unit shall be moved only if the Administrator, after 
consultation with the head of the ageney concerned and with due regard for the 
program activities of such agency, shall determine that suitable replacements 
cannot more economically and efficiently be made available in the new space. 
In the absence of such determination, suitable furniture, furnishings, and office 


eouipment for the new space shall be provided, as the Administrator shall deter- 

ine to be more economical and efficient, from stocks under the control of the 
moving ageney or from stocks available to the Administrator. The section pro- 
vides that when such items are provided for the new space from the stocks available 
to the Administrator, the items shall remain in his control and the items previously 

ed | he moving agency and not moved shall pass to his control, without reim- 

irsement When the items that are not moved are carried as assets of a revoly 

g or working capital fund at the time they pass to the control of the Adminis 
trator, the net book value thereof shall be written off and the capital of the fund 
iminished by the amount of such writeoff 

As we understand section 2 of the bill, it is intended that when an agency or 
init thereof is required to move from space under the control of the General 
Services Administration to other space controlled by that Administration, it will 
have at its new location the same amount and type of furniture, furnishings, and 


office equipment as it had at its former location, the source of such items to be 


determined by the Administrator of General Services. If the section is favorably 
considered, it is suggested that this provision be amended to make clear that the 
intention is as indicated. Also, a typographical error is noted. It is assumed 
that the reference to section 10 of the Federal Property Act, in line 23, page 7, of 
the bill is intended to read ‘‘section 210’’, since the mentioned act has no section 10 

The Veterans’ Administration is in full agreement with the principle (reflected 
in sec. 2 of the bill insofar as space controlled by the General Services Adminis- 
tration is concerned) of effecting savings in transportation costs and wear and 
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tear on furniture, furnishings, and office equipment, incident to agency moves to 
new locations, by not moving such of those articles as are available at the new 
locations. In fact, the Veterans’ Administration has followed this principle under 
existing law in connection with moves of Veterans’ Administration activities 
new locations. Inthe mentioned moves, the Veterans’ Administration surrendered 
to the control of the General Services Administration a portion of the furniture 
furnishings, and office equipment it had used at the old location and assumed 
control at the new location, on an even-exchange basis, of e juivalent furniture 
furnishings, and office equipment supplied by General Services Administratii 
from stocks available to it 
Further, it is believed that the procedure outlined in section 2 is not practicable 
from an accountability standpoint, since under it both General Services Adn 
tration and an agency could have furniture, furnishings, and office equipment 
intermingled in the same space. In addition, the provision that furniture, furnis! 
ings, and office equipment not moved by an agency would be taken over by tl 
® General Services Administration would preclude the possibility of utilizing such 
items to satisfy needs arising elsewhere in the agency, at a later date, and at a 
time when its appropriations might be inadequate to cover the cost of a lik« 
amount of similar items 


In view of the foregoing, the need for section 2 of H. R. 8753 is not apparent 
¢ and its enactment could prove unworkable and to the ultimate detriment of a 
moving agency. Accordingly, the Veterans’ Administration does not believe 


that this section should receive favorable consideration by the committ« 
Advice has not been received from the Bureau of the Budget as to the rela- 
tionship of the proposal to the program of the President 
Sincerely yours, 


H. V. Hiciey, Administrato 





Exuipit 13 


GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE. 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 
Washington, May 
Hon. CLiare E. Horrman, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operatior 


. , fal 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CuarrMan: Reference is made to your letter of April 9, 1954, 
acknowledged by telephone April 13, forwarding for the comments of this Office 


H. R. 8758. entitled ‘‘A bill to amend the Federal Property and Adiministrat 











Services Act of 1949, as amended, to authorize the Administrator of General 
Services to establish and operate motor-vehicle pools and systems and to provide 
office furniture and furnishings when agencies are moved to new locations, to 
direct the Adininistrator to report the unauthorized use of Government mot 
vehicles, and to authorize the l nited States Civil Ser e Commission to regulat 
operators of Government-owned motor vehicles, and for other PUrpOse Yo 
refer to H. R. 4457, 83d Congress, which was the subject of General Accounting 
Office report to you of May 18, 1953, B-95136, and state that, becauss erta 
changes were desirable, there was introduced the new bill, H. R. 8753 Als mu 
. advise, tbat hearings have been scheduled on H. R. 8753 for May 5 
Section | of the bill would amend the Federal Prope rtv and Administra ( 
Services Act of 1949, as amended (41 U. 8S. C. 201-274), bi erting after the 
present section 211 the subsection designation a and adding new subse 
b)”’ to 
» Subsection (b) of the bill briefly would authorize th dministrator of Gener 
services, in respect of executive agencies, and after consultation with the hea 
of the agencies affected, to consolidate, take over, or a ‘quire motor vehict and 
other related equipment for the purpose of establishing interagen motor-vé 
pools and svstems to serve such agencies The Adm Istratol vould be author 
ized to furnish such services throug the use Of motor verticies of private fleet 
operators, taxicab companies, local or interstate common carriers, or Government 
owned motor vehicles, or combinations thereo Also, the \dministrator 


authorized on his own initiative, or upon application, to exenpt any ag 








whole or in part, from participation in the plan if it interferes with the efficie: 

conduet of the agency’s activities because of its use of motor vehicles in (1) remote 
locations 2) field activit:es requiring continuous operations 3) security, law 
enforcement, and investigation activities; and (4) military field traini: 1 

tactical uses. In carrying out the purposes of the bill, the Administrato 
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authorized to furnish any of the services specified in this subsection to any 
Federal agency, mixed ownership corporation (as defined in the Government 
Corporation Control Act), or the District of Columbia, upon request. 
Subsection (c) would make the general supply fund available for paying all 
elements of cost incident to the establishment, maintenance, and operation of 
motor-vehicle pools or systems for transportation of property or passengers and 
to the furnishing of such motor vehicles and equipment and related services. 


Payments to the general supply fund by requisitioning agencies so served are 
required to be on the basis of prices determined by the Administrator which will 
recover, so far as practicable, all elements of cost determined in accordance with 


the accrual accounting method. 

Subsection (d) would require the Administrator as a condition precedent for 
the establishment, maintenance, and operation of each motor-vehicle pool and 
system to set forth in writing an analytical justification therefor. Such justifica- 
tion is to include a detailed comparison of estimated costs of present and proposed 
modes of operation and a showing that savings can be realized. 

Subsection (e) would require the Administrator to maintain accurate cost 
records in connection with the establishment, maintenance, and operation of 
each motor-vebicle pool and system. The subsection further provides that, if, 
in any 2 successive fiscal years such records shal] disclose no actual savings, the 
Administrator shall discontinue the motor-vehicle pool or system and return, to 
the agency or agencies involved, motor vebicles and related equipment and sup- 
plies similar in kind and of a value reasonably comparable to the value of the 
motor vehicles, etc., theretofore received by the Administrator from such agency 
or agencies. 

Subsection (f) provides for the reimbursement of Government corporations 
and any agency revolving or trust fund, on account of the taking over by the 
Administrator of any motor vehicle or other related equipment or supplies the 
cost of which was charged thereto and not theretofore reimbursed, in an amount 
equal to the fair market value of the vehicle, etc., so taken over. If the Admin- 
istrator thereafter returns to such corporation or agency any motor vebicle, etc., 
in pursuance of the provisions of subsection (e), he is to be reimbursed by such 
corporations or from such fund an amount equal to the fair market value of the 
vehicle, etc., so returned. 

Subsection (g) provides that when the Administrator is not required, under the 
provisions of subsection (f), to reimburse any Government corporation or agency 
revolving or trust fund for any motor vehicle, etc., taken over by bim under 
authority of subsection (b), the value thereof may be added to the capital of the 
general supply fund; and, inthe event that property similar in kind is subsequently 
returned pursuant to subsection (f), the value thereof may be deducted from said 
fund 

Subsection (h) authorizes the Administrator, in the operation of motor-vehicle 
pools or systems, to make provision for the furnishing, sale, and use of scrip, 
tokens, tickets, and similar devices for utilization in the transportation of prop- 
ertv or passengers. 

Subsection (i) provides that the United States Civil Service Commission issue 
regulations to govern executive agencies in the use of personnel to operate Gov- 
ernment-owned motor vehicles for official purposes. Such regulations are to 
prescribe standards of physical competency for authorized operators and to 
require them to obtain such State and local licenses or permits as will qualify 
them to operate motor vehicles. The head of each executive agency is required 
to issue appropriate instructions for periodically testing the physical competency 
of operators and for the suspension or revocation of authorizations to operate 
Government-owned motor vehicles 

For purposes of information it is desired to point out it has been held that 
employees of the United States while engaged in operating Government-owned 
motor vehicles in the several States are immune from State laws requiring licenses 
or permits as a qualification to operate such motor vehicles. (See Johnson v. 
State of Maryland, 254 U.S. 51, 57; cf. Croson v. District of Columbia, 2 F. 2d 924. 
See also, 6 Comp. Gen. 432; 21 id. 507, 510.) However, the General Accounting 
Office offers no objection to the provisions of subsection (i). 

Subsection (j) provides for disciplinary or penal action in connection with the 
unauthorized or unlawful conversion by a Government official or employee of a 
Government-owned or leased motor vehicle. 

Subsection (k) would authorize members of the uniformed services (as defined 
in the Career Compensation Act of 1949, as amended), under regulations of the 
head of the agency in which they are serving, to be paid for transportation expenses 
incurred by such personnel on official business within the limits of their duty 
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stations. Similar authority, except for the “use of privately owned vehicles at 
a fixed rate per mile,” already exists with respect to Coast Guard personnel. 
(See the act of August 4, 1949, 63 Stat. 532, 14 U. S. C. 474.) Hence, it is 
suggested if subsection (k) be enacted into law that provision be made for the 
repeal of the act of August 4, 1949. 

Section 3 of the bill would amend the basic act (1) to insert in the caption for 
section 211, in the table of contents to such act immediately before the period 
at the end thereof, the words “and operation’’; and (2) to insert at the end of 
the caption to the text of such section the words “‘and operation’. The said 
section would further amend the basic act by inserting at the end of section 3 
thereof a new subsection defining the term ‘‘motor vehicle’ to mean any vehicle, 
self-propelled or drawn by mechanical power, designed and operated principally 
for highway transportation of property or passengers, exclusive of any vehicle 
designed and used for military field training, combat, or tactical purposes, or 
used principally within the confines of a regularly established military post, 
camp, or depot. 

Sections 1 and 3 of the proposed legislation primarily are directed to the eeonom- 
ical and efficient utilization of Government-owned motor vehicles and related 
equipment. The idea and advantages of fleet operation of motor vehicles, if 
properly administered, are basically sound. To that end the Administrator of 
General Services is authorized to establish, maintain, and operate, in respect of 
executive agencies, interagency motor-vehicle pools and systems covering trans- 
portation of its passengers or property. 

As you will doubtless recall, members of my staff in testifving before your com- 
mittee on H. R. 4457 stated that the General Accounting Office has no objection 
to the establishment of motor-vehicle pools and systems where it reasonably 
can be determined that savings without interruption to the orderly carrying out 
of the Government’s business will be effected. However, the view was expressed 
that careful consideration should be given to the initiation of such pools and that 
a determination should be made based on comparative costs prior to the estab- 
lishment of any such pool that savings will result. Also, it was suggested that the 
bill should provide for the discontinuance of any such pool after a fair-trial 
period if savings are not effected. The present bill has been drawn to incorporate 
the recommendations of the General Accounting Office. With such safeguards 
the General Accounting Office has no further objection to these provisions of the 
bill. 

In connection with this matter generally, attention is requested to the statement 
of the House Committee on Appropriations (H. Rept. No. 1428, 83d Cong., p. 2) 
in reporting out H. R. 8583, making appropriations for the Executive Office and 
sundry independent agencies for the fiscal year 1955, in substance, that the 
committee strongly recommends legislation to provide for the establishment of 
interagency motor-vehicle pools for use by all agencies of the Government. 

Section 2 of the bill would add a new subsection at the end of section 10, no 
doubt intended to be section 210, of the act. Briefly stated, the effect of this 
subsection would be to require an agency or part thereof which is occupying 
space under the control of the Administrator of General Services and is moved, 
in whole or in part, in the same or another location to space similarly controlled, 
(1) to move with it only such of its furniture, furnishings, and equipment as the 
General Services Administration cannot more economically and efficiently provide 
at the new location; and (2) to transfer control of its remaining furniture, fur- 
nishings, and equipment to the Administrator of General Services without reim- 
bursement therefor. Such furniture, furnishings, and equipment as are carried 
as assets of a revolving or working capital fund and pass to the control of the 
Administrator of General Services are to be written off the books on the basis of 
its net book value and the capital of the fund reduced by such amount. 

As stated on several previous occasions reporting on substantially identical 
legislation, the General Accounting Office is firmly of the opinion that control of 
office furniture and equipment under existing law, namely, section 202 of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 384), as 
amended (40 U. S. C. 483), and section 113 (a) of the Budget and Accounting 
Procedures Act (64 Stat. 836, 31 U.S. C. 66a), is and should continue generally 
to be an agency responsibility. See, in this connection, my most recent report 
dated May 13, 1953, B—-95136, to vou, concerning H. R. 4457, 83d Congress. 
The position of this Office in the matter is premised largely upon the fundamental 
basis that furniture and equipment used by an agency in connection with its 
duties and responsibilities should be considered as a part of the overall financial 
plans and requirements of that particular agency, and that the eost and funding 
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Kxuipir 17 
5 I S GENERATED BY GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION'S [NTRAAGENCY 
PooLING PROGRAM 
GSA ha for the past 5 vear onducted a vigorous program aimed at i nproving 
the management of its motor fleet and at consolidating its own motor vehicles 
into regio otor poo inder th ( itralized control and responsibi itv of 
me { { hi iT { a DO D i 
some of the ilts of tl prog ive been as fo vs 
GSA’s flee ventor a July 1, 1951, was 1,024 
GSA’s flee vento a January 1, 1954 (not iding vehicles acquired 
f he u gel ol t Denver), was 763 
| I eduction in GSA er is en 261 ve ( 3, 25 percent, resulting 
la unnual saving of (S500 ies YO1L) $130,500 
I ( re { ; { ) of GasA motor el s was obtained 
v} ( e time hand in appro ite 20 percent in -GSA’s 
i port wor 10 
Prior to the consolidation of GSA’s motor vehicles into intra-ageney pools, GSA 
operated Washington, D. ¢ 10 passenger cars and employed 20 chauffeurs. 
After pooling the motor vehicles it was possible, through full utilization of taxicabs 
in zones 1 and 2 and by providing for use of radio-cor led carryalls for other 
necessal travel, to dispense with the services of the 20 chauffeurs, at a net 
saving of more than $60,000 per vear 
Other savings, not suscept e to accurate measurement, have resulted from the 


reduction in maintenance and operating cost of GSA’s fleet and through increased 





efficiency in the handling of its trucking operations 

In some cases the consolidation of the requirements and the control of the 
vehicle has made it possible to develop economies through replacement of 
Government-operated trucks with commercjal transport facilities 

Ihe otor-pool savings to GSA, resulting from the reduction in its motor 
vehicles; the reduction in personnel used in the operation and management of its 
motor vehicles; improved operating efficiencies; and use of commercial facilities 


in lieu of Government operations, have been more than $200,000 per year 

\s an example of the other savings which result from the establishment of such 
a program, GSA has been able, since establishing centralized control of its motor 
vehicles, to develop nationwide replacement programs projected far enough into 
the future to allow for full utilization of excess equipment, generated within GSA 
or becoming available from other agencies, and as a result of this program GSA 
has been able to upgrade its fleet with a minimum amount of new purchases. 

For example: 62 percent of the vehicles acquired by GSA as replacements 
during the past fiscal year were from excess or forfeiture, and only 38 percent were 
new purchases. This resulted in a saving in cash expenditure for new vehicles, 


9 


during fiscal year 1953, of more than $50,000. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARmy, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF LEGISLATIVE LIAISON, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 24, 1984 
Hon. CLarge E. Horrman, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House oO} Re p esentative 


Dear Mr. CuarrMan: Attached hereto as enclosures is information relative to 
the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, as regards management 
ngineerit studies made in the field of motor-vehicle management. This 


/ 


it 


oO 
1h 


formation is submitted in respect to the request of Congressman Meader during 
e recent hearings held by vour committee on H. R. 8753 


Sincerely v« irs 


Joun H. Hovucen, 
Colonel. J AGC, 
Chief. Le gislati e Division. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
DRAFT LETTER TO HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 


1. Available records indicate that Department of the Army has not contracted 
with any commercial firm for the specific accomplishment of management studies 
or engineering surveys of administrative motor-pool operations 

2. The management of administrative motor pools has been the subject of 
continuing study and survey since 1940. On-site surveys have been, and are 
being, conducted periodically by Department of the Army and major command 
survey teams of all continental United States administrative motor pools During 
the first 10 months of the current fiscal vear continental Army commanders have 
conducted 172, and Department of the Army has conducted 130, management 
surveys of administrative motor pools 

3. In January 1952 the Department of the Army selected the management of 
administrative vehicles as an area for special emphasis for management improve- 
ment Subsequently, this matter was subjected to study and review by all 
interested Army staff agencies, continental Army commanders and the Chief, 
Army Field Forces. This culminated in the issue of revised Army policies on the 
operation and administration of transportation motor pools on December 18, 
1952. In accordance with these basic policies a series of implementing actions 
have been taken, such as: 

(a) Maintenance policies have been revised to be consonant with those used in 
private industry. The frequency of scheduled preventive maintenance inspec- 
tions has been reduced 

(b) A standard organization has been established for transportation motor 
pools to provide for maximum effectiveness with minimum manpower require- 
ments and to require the assignment of transportation specialists as supervisors: 

(c) A completely revised and standardized system has been developed for the 
accumulation, review, and analysis of data on efficiency of motor-vehicle utiliza- 
tion, operating expenses, and manpower utilization 

(d A revised procedure has been established for submission and ju tification 
of motor-vehicle needs at installations which is reviewed quarterly by major 
commanders and the Army staff in the light of workloads and utilization report 
Vehicles are then allocated to Army commanders on an area baris to enable 
maximum utilization of vehicles in carrving out missions by providing for flexi- 
bility in assigning vehicles as needed to meet fluctuating workloads at various 
installations in the area. 

e) Motor pools at installations have been consclidated to provide for central- 
ized control of all administrative motor transportation. 

f) Seminars have been conducted at the transportation school to instruct key 
transportation personnel, military and civilian, in the best management prin- 
ciples for application to motor pools. 

(g) Selected Transportation Corps officers are assigned to l-vear tours of duty 
with industry, including motor carriers, to observe commercial practices as they 
may apply to military metor-vehicle operations. Their recommendations are 
considered in the development of pertinent Army policies. 

(h) Many Reserve officers, who are owners, operators, or officials in the trans- 
portation industry, advise the Department of the Army staff on motor transpor- 
tation management during conferences or tours of active duty. 

(i) Radio dispatch has been establiched in motor pools where such procedure 
can provide for greater economy and efficiency. 

(j) Commercial transportation service is utilized where it is, or can be rendered, 
adequate. 

4. As a result of the foregoing management improvement actions initial results 
indicate realization of greater efficiency and economy. Examples of savings are: 

(a) A physical reduction of vehicles used for administrative transportation in 
the United States from 39,846 on July 1, 1953, to 34,489 on March 31, 1954. Of 
the 5,357 vehicles eliminated 1,733 were passenger vehicles. Serviceable vehicles 
eliminated from the administrative motor transport fleet are made available for 
assignment to certain tactical units in lieu of military-type motor vehicles and 
for other Army requirements. 

(b) Obligations for operation of transportation motor pools in the United 
States for the first 9 months of fiscal year 1954 were $33,824,340, a savings of 
$10,514,885 over the obligations of $44,399,225 for the same period of fiscal year 
1953. 

(c) Concurrent with the above reductions and savings an estimated 2.000 to 
3,000 vehicles have been eliminated from Army units in the United States by 
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lo study all phases of Navy motor-vehicle transportation. The study con- 


trated on major naval activiti tf on the west coast and 5 on the east coast. 
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As a result of these studies and re mmend ons, tructions for the main- 
e and operation of motor vehicles were standardized and promulgated for 
’ le compliance R latic ulso developed clearly establishing the 
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and offices The organization and staffing of district supervisory transportation 
offices was also developed and promulgated, 
The results of these studie Ss were not directly MH 





‘asurable in terms of dollars 
put provided the organizational structure from which a management progral 
ould be carried out. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


AIR FORCI UTILIZATION PROGRAM 


In 1950 the Air Force launched a vehicle utilization program Review boards 
were established and surveys were conducted at selected Air Force bases in the 
Zone of the Interior The results obtained were a reduction of 16 percent in the 


vehicles surveyed and the development of a vehicle management pcol i his 


pool will assist commanders in determining use and re juirements of vehicles 





Since this survey, command and base review boards have been established 


worldwide All requests for new equipment are reviewed in conjunction with 

° the use of present equipment. 

° For example, the review board at the Air Materiel Command conducted a 
survey of its operational fleet in 1952-53 Of the 3.946 vehicles In operation, 
the board determined 836 were not ecessary due to poor utilization These 

g 836 vehicles were reassigned to fulfill the existing needs of our expandir ry Air 


Fores 
It is the policy of the Air Foree to continue the utilization program in orde 


to further improve the management and use of motor vehicles. 


VEHICLI HOP EQUIPMENT MODERNIZATION PROGRAM 


In 1950 the Air Force tested a number of commercial off-the-shelf items of 
vehicle shop equipment As a result of this testing program, the Air Force has 
procured approximately 18 items of commercial equipment for approximately 
180 Air Force bases. 

This equipment has resulted in better quality maintenance and more expeditious 
processing of vehicles through maintenance. 


AIR FORCE PILOT AUTOMOTIVE MAINTENANCE SHOPS 


These shops were established in each military department on the reeommenda- 
tion of tl Department of Defense. 
Che Warner Robins pilot automotive shop has reduced the number of personnel 


} 
| to maintain base-assigned vehicles from 142 to: 








req Prior to impleme ta- 


tion of pilot shop concept, $47,974.68 was required monthly to maintain a 








mately 647 vehicles as compared to $17,696.20 to maintain approximately 





vehicles today. These vehicle population figures incluae commer ial, materials 
handling, powered-ground, and military-tactical, and spe 
Cost data are not available on the maintenance opera 


ial-purpose vehicles 

ion of the other two Air 

Foree pilot shops; however, monetary savings may be considered comparable 
Che comparative cost data of military maintenance versus commercial contract 





maintenance at Warner Robins reveals greater economy of military maintenance. 

An Air Force manual, Standing Operating Procedures for Air Force Vehicle 

Shop, is presently being prepared which will include the pilot shop procedures 

d le veloped at the three Air Force pilot shops 


SAE*“AIR FORCE MAINTENANCE COMMITTEE 


In 1952 the Air Force had requested and received the aid of the Society of 
' Automotive Engineers in determining the adequacy of Air Force vehicle main- 
tenance requirements and procedures Members of the Society of Automotive 


Engineers visited several Air Force activities and held several meetings to prepare 
their report. This service was at no cost to the Air force except transportation of 
members 

The final report, recently received, generally reflects the knowledge gained 
through our pilot-shop operation. This re port is being evaluated and the recom- 
mendations that are applicable for Air Foree-wide implementation will be included 
in the proposed Air Force manual, Standing Operating Procedures for Air Force 
Vehicle Shops 
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REVISION OF MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE VEHICLES 


In June 1952 the Air Force investigated commercial practices on maintenance 
of commercial vehicles and compared these with the procedures and practices 
prescribed in the joint manual of the military departments. 

As a result of this review, and subsequent coordination with the Army and 
Navy, @ new preventive maintenance manual was prepared and distributed to all 
Air Force units. Briefly the new manual prescribed procedures and reduced 
frequeney of inspections to bring them more in line with commercial practices 
The new procedure was implemented on a service-test basis. Based on cost data 
gathered from four representative bases it is now evident that appreciable savings 
will be realized from these new procedures. 
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